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January 27, 1998 
The Faculty Senate meeting for January 27, 1998, was called to order at 3:35 p.m., in 
the Kiva. Senate Vice-President Jonathan Porter presided in the absence of Senate 
President Beulah Woodfin. 
Senators present: Margery Amdur (Art & Art History), David Bennahum (Internal 
Medicine), Alok Bohara (Economics), James Boone (Anthropology), Michele Diel 
(Valencia), Ernest Dole (Pharmacy), Les Field (Anthropology), Jan Gamradt (Individual, 
Family & Community Education), John Gahl (Electrical & Computer Engineering), 
Jaime Grinberg (Education), Bradford Hall (Communication & Journalism), Fred 
Hashimoto (Internal Medicine), Nancy Kanagy (Cell Biology & Physiology), William 
Kane (Individual, Family & Community Education), George Luger (Computer Science), 
Harry Llull (General Library), Wanda Martin (English), Jean Martinez-Welles (Gallup), 
Les McFadden (Earth & Planetary Sciences), Christine Nathe (Dental Hygiene), Mary 
Anne Nelson (Biology), Charles Pribyl (Orthopaedics), Jonathan Porter (History), Ron 
Reichel (University College), Deborah Rifenbary (Individual, Family & Community 
Education), Mario Rivera (Public Administration), Stephanie Ruby (Molecular Genetics 
& Microbiology), Robert Sapien (Emergency Medicine), Christine Sauer (Economics), 
John Schatzberg (Anderson), Sandra Schwanberg (Nursing), Sally Seidel (Physics & 
Astronomy), Loretta Serna (Education Specialties), Warren Smith (Foreign Languages 
& Literatures), Jim Thorson (English), Pauline Turner (Individual, Family & Community 
Education), Carolyn Voss (Medicine), Melvin Yazawa (History) 
Senators absent: Kurt Fiedler (Neurology), Claudia Issac (Architecture & Planning}, 
Dorothy Kammerer-Doak (Obstetrics & Gynecology), Dale Mason (Gallup), Andrew 
Mehalic (Radiology), Alyse Neundorf (Gallup), Joseph Spaeth (Radiology), Scott Taylor 
(Law) 
Excused absences: Helen Damico (English), Gregory Franchini (Psychiatry), 
Christiane Joost-Gaugier (Art & Art History), Neeraj Magotra (Electrical & Computer 
Engineering), Eric Nuttall (Chemical & Nuclear Engineering), ~hilip Reyes . 
(Biochemistry & Molecular Engineering), Nicole Touchet (Family & Community . 
Medicine), Paul Weiss (General Library), Bridget Wilson (Pathology), Beulah Woodfin 
(Biochemistry & Molecular Biology) 
Guests present: David Baldwin (General Library), Dodd Boga_rt (Sociology), Juan 
Lozano (Albuquerque Journal), Robert L. Migneault (Ge~eral ~1brary~, Shondra 
Novack (Albuquerque Tribune), David E. Stuart (Academic Affairs), Richard Van 
1 
Dongen (Education) 
1. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
Vice-President Porter's motion to approve the agenda was seconded and carried 
by unanimous voice vote of the Senate. 
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2. A~PROVAL OF SUMMARIZED MINUTES FOR DECEMBER 9, 1997 
Vice-President Porter's motion to approved the summarized minutes for December 
9, 1997, was seconded and carried by unanimous voice vote of the Senate. 
3. PROVOST'S REPORT 
Provost Gordon was unable to attend this meeting. 
4. SENATE PRESIDENT'S REPORT 
Vice-President Porter made the following announcements on behalf of 
Senate President Woodfin: 
• 
• 
• 
Senate President Woodfin's absence from today's Senate meeting is due to 
her attendance at the legislative session in Santa Fe to lobby for faculty 
compensation. 
Committee preference sheets were distributed to faculty this week. Senators 
are urged to serve on committees and to encouraged their colleagues to do 
the same. Committee assignments will be made just prior to the end of the 
Spring semester. 
Vanessa S. Willock has been selected as the new University Secretary 
effective January 1 , 1998. 
(At this point, Senator Harry Liu/I moderated the discussions on agenda item #5 
so that Vice-President Porter could participate in the discussions. It was at 
Senator Porter's request for more time to review the following reports and 
recommendations that they were tabled at the last Senate meeting.) 
5. REPORTS & RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE BUDGET COMMITTEE 
David Baldwin, Chair, Budget Committee, summarized data and recommendations 
in two reports from the Committee: a) Faculty Salaries and Compensation at UNM 
1971-72 to 1996-97, and b) UNM Administrative Salaries 1978-1995 with 
Comparison to UNM Faculty Salaries and Comparison With 1992-95. These 
reports and recommendations were presented to the Senate at its December 9, 
1997 meeting, but were tabled to allow Senators more time to review them. 
The reports were compiled by the Faculty Senate Budget Committee using data 
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from UNM and its peer institutions. Data in these reports reflect the losses in 
faculty salaries for full, associate and assistant professors, and that UNM 
administration has received higher percentage increases than faculty. The 
reports' analyses show that UNM has fallen behind in faculty salaries due to: 
lower tu ition and fees than at peer institutions; New Mexico spends more per 
capita on higher education than the average of states where peer institutions are 
located; and, the number of tenure-track faculty has increased compared to other 
peer institutions. 
The Senate discussed the report on Faculty Salaries and Compensation at UNM 
1971-72 to 1996-97. Vice-President Porter pointed out a typographical error in 
the handout distributed to Senators at this meeting in which the recommendations 
of the report were listed. The error was noted in paragraph 4, line 3, item (a) 
which stated " . . . in-state l&G . . . " rather than" . . . nonstate-l&G ... " The 
recommendations as they were approved by the Faculty Senate on May 6, 1994 
are correct. 
After discussing the report and recommendations on Faculty Salaries and 
Compensation at UNM 1971-72 to 1996-97, the Senate by unanimous voice vote 
reaffirmed its approval of the Budget Committee's recommendations of May 6, 
1994 which appear below. 
1) 
2) 
3) 
4) 
To request that the UNM Regents commit the University to the priority of 
raising mean faculty salaries and compensation at UNM to the peer group 
means no later than the year 2000. 
To request that the UNM Regents commit the University to the priority of 
annual increments in mean faculty salaries and compensation such that 
UNM's gain on the peer group means can reasonably be projected at no less 
than 1 % of those means each year. 
To request that the UNM administration (Provost, Vice ~resident f~r Business 
and Finance, Budget Director, and/or Director of Planning and Polley 
Studies) conduct and publish a study explaining where UNM's (higher than 
Peer Institution Mean) revenues are expended (in comparison to peer 
institutions) instead of keeping UNM faculty salaries and compensation at 
Peer means levels. 
To request that the UNM Administration (Provost,_ Vice President_for 
Business and Finance, Budget Director, and/or Director of Planning and 
Policy Studies) develop and publish a plan (a} to increase nonstat~-~&G 
revenues and/or (b) to reallocate currently projected revenues suff1_c1ent to 
raise UNM faculty salaries and compensation to the Peer means with or 
3 
without an increase in the State's share of the cost of instruction at this 
institution. 
Next, the Senate discussed the report and recommendations on UNM 
Administrative Salaries 1978-1995 with Comparison to UNM Faculty Salaries and 
Comparison With 1992-95. After discussion, the Senate by unanimous voice vote 
approved the recommendations as amended at the December 9, 1997 Senate 
meeting. The amendment appears in bold fonts below: 
1) That UNM make a special effort to raise the mean salaries of the faculty and 
of those administrators (Deans and Other) whose salaries are low in 
comparison to our designated peers. 
2) That President Peck's stipulation, that mean percentage salary increases, 
including bonuses, for incumbent administrative positions not exceed those 
of the faculty, be honored. 
(At this point, Vice-President Porter resumed chairing the Senate meeting.) 
6. OPEN DISCUSSION AND NEW BUSINESS 
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• Senator Kane presented for discussion issues from the Planning Council 
Budget Subcommittee, should faculty receive a raise in compensation for 
1998-99. The four issues were outlined in a handout distributed to Senators 
at this meeting. After discussior1, Senator Kane moved "That the Faculty 
Senate recommend to the Planning Council Budget Subcommittee that 
compensation, addressing issues of salary inequity and compaction, be given 
highest priority." Senator Kane's motion was seconded and carried by a 
majority voice vote of the Senate. 
• Senator Yazawa requested that Senators ask Dean Robert Migneault to 
report on the Western Governors' Virtual University and UNM's role. Dean 
Migneault responded that he would discuss the issue with Senators at a 
future meeting. 
(At this point, the Faculty Senate prepared to meet in a closed session to take 
action on agenda item #7, however, the scheduled presenter for this item was not 
available at the meeting.) 
7. HONORARY DEGREE NOMINATION 
A representative from the Faculty Senate Graduate Committee was not available 
at this meeting. This item will be placed on the agenda for the February 10, 1998 
Senate meeting. 
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8. ADJOURNMENT 
The meeting adjourned at 4:45 p.m. 
Res~ectfully submitted byj 
- / I / Ct/u~ 4 k l· h ();~~I 
Mari A. Ulibarri 
Administrative Assistant Ill 
Office of the University Secretary 
5 
Ap,ved by: . 
~~J 1. /Jiv,f 
Vanessa S. Wil~c~ - ~ 
University Secretary 
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Faculty Salaries and Compensation at UNM 
1971-72 to 1996-97: 
Why UNM Fell Behind Peer Institutions 
and Remains There 
A Report With Recommendations of 
the Faculty Senate Budget Committee 
of the University of New Mexico 
1997-1998 Faculty Senate Budget Committee 
David Baldwin, General Library, Chair 
Heming Atterbom, Physical Performance & Development 
Garland D Bills, Linguistics 
Dodd Bogart, Sociology, Faculty Salaries Subcommittee 
James L. Boone, Anthropology 
Stephen Dent, Architecture & Planning 
John Geissman, Earth & Planetary Science 
Christiane Joost- Gaugier, Art & Art History 
Suedeen Kelly, Law 
Edward Libby, Internal Medicine 
Robert B. Palmer, Pharmacy 
Barbara Rees, Nursing 
Howard L. Schreyer, Mechanical Engineering 
Don Simonson, Anderson School 
Fredrick Taylor, Biology 
Julie Weaks, Budget Office Director, Ex Officio 
Tom Stephenson, Budget Office Assistant Director, Ex Officio 
(This is an update of a December 1995 report by the Faculty Senate Budget Committee) 
Recommendations of the 1997-98 Faculty Senate Budget Committee 
At its meeting on November 26, 1997, the Faculty Senate Budget Committee 
voted affirmatively to recommend the following to the UNM Faculty Senate: 
We urge that the Faculty Senate expeditiously adopt the following resolution: 
The Faculty of the University of New Mexico commends the Regents and the 
University Administration for their position that the first legislative funding 
priority for 1998 is faculty and staff compensation. 
Further, as evidence that faculty salaries require serious attention, we offer 
the following report, Faculty Salaries and Compensation at UNM 1971-72 to 
1996-97: Why UNM Fell Behind Peer Institutions and Remains There and 
urge Faculty Senate approval of its recommendations, summarized below: 
(1) To request that the UNM Regents commit the University to the priority of 
raising mean faculty salaries and compensation at UNM to the peer group 
means no later than the year 2000-01 . 
(2) To request that the UNM Regents commit the University to the priority of 
annual increments in mean faculty salaries and compensation such that 
UNM's gain on the peer group means can reasonably be projected at no less 
than 1 % of those means each year. 
(3) To request that the UNM Administration conduct and publish a study 
explaining where UNM's revenues are expended. 
(4) To request that the UNM Administration develop and publish a pl~n (a) to 
increase in-state I&G revenues and/ or (b) to reallocate currently proJected 
revenues sufficient to raise UNM faculty salaries and compensation to the 
Peer means with or without an increase in the State's share of the cost of 
instruction at this institution. 
Approved by the Committee and transmitted to the Faculty Senate December 
2, 1997. 
/ ' 
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HIGHLIGHTS OF THIS REPORT 
-In 1996-97, UNM facul_ty (at all three professorial ranks) made (in both mean salary and 
ri:ean ~ompensat1on) less 1n terms of purchasing power (income corrected for inflation) than 
did '.heir count~rparts 25 years ago in 1971-72. (In the same 25 year period New Mexico Per 
Capita Income increased by a hefty $6,043 above the rate of inflation.) 
--Facult_y Co_mp_ensation at UNM has fallen dramatically behind that of its Peer Comparison 
Gr~up --primarily in the last decade. By 1996-97, the comparative annual loss in Compen-
sation was $8 .500 for Full Professors , $4.300 for Associate Professors , and $4 .800 for Assistant 
Professors . 
. --Tl1e explanation for UNM's decline in salaries and compensation relative to peer insti-
tutions 1s not a decline in state revenues. Although New Mexico' s Per Capita Income is sub-
~tantially less than the mean of states in which Peer Institutions are located (about $3 ,164 less 
in 1996-97) , New Mexico' s Per Capita Tax Revenues and its Per Capita Expenditures on Higher 
Education are actually higher than the mean of states in which Peer Institutions are located 
(in 1996-97 about $357 higher in Per Capita Tax Revenues and $116 in Per Capita Expenditures 
on Higher Education). Consistently. New Mexico Per Capita State Appropriations to UNM in 
1996-97 (as in 1972-73) were about $32 (constant December 1996 dollars) higher than Mean 
Peer Per Capita State Appropriation to UNM' s peer institutions. 
--One explanation for UNM's decline in salaries and compensation relative to peer insti-
tutions is its Tuition and Fee Rates. In 1971-72, UNM' s Tuition and Fee Rate lagged only $42 
(December 1996 Dollars) behind the Peer Mean. By 1985-86. UNM' s rate fell $602 (December 
1996 Dollars) below the Peer Mean and in 1996-97 was over $811 below the Peer Group. The 
cost of raising UNM' s tenure track faculty compensation to the Peer Mean in 1996-97 was 
about $259 per student --less than a third of the UNM lag behind the Mean Peer Tuition Rate . 
--The explanation for UNM's decline in salaries and compensation relative to peer insti-
tutions is not the total absence of adequate internal resources to maintain parity. Between 
1971-72 an-i 1996-97, Per Student Combined Revenues (State Appropriation and Tuition and 
Fees) increased by $2244 above the rate of inflation. Moreover, during the same time period , 
Per Student Expenditure on Instruction at UNM increased by $938 above the rate of inflation. 
And, during the same 25 years, Per Student Expenditure on Tenure Track Faculty Compen-
sation increased by $579. In principle, peer parity in faculty salaries and compensation could 
have been maintained by a commensurate (or greater) allocation of these resources to that 
end. This did not happen. 
--Over the 25 year period 1971 -72 to 1996-97. tenure track faculty grew at a faster rate than 
at peer institutions. By 1996-97 UNM had nearly 41 more Full Professors, nearly 48 r:7ore As-
sociate Professors and over 28 Assistant Professors than would have been the case if growth 
in the number of p~sitions had been limited to the corres~onding rat_e_s of growt_h in the Peer 
Group. If the revenues expended in paying for these add1t1onal pos1t1ons ha_d, 1_nstead , been 
expended on compensation for a smaller faculty (with porportionate rank d1 stnbut_1on). the~ 
would have been sufficient to keep UNM's compensation at or above the Peer Mean 1n 1996-91 
(and would have gone far toward doing so in most of the years 1985-86 to 1996-97). 
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Faculty Salaries and Compensation at UNM 
For several years , the_ UNM Faculty Sen ate Budget Committee (FSBC) has provided the faculty 
(and broader university community) with reports focused on faculty salaries and compen-
sation at UNM . In the present update of this report we address two key questions: 
(1_) How well have s~laries and compensation at UNM kept pace with (a) inflation and (b) 
salaries and compensation at peer institutions? 
(2) What are the best explanations for the failure of UNM's salaries and compensation to 
keep pace with inflation and peer norms? 
UNM Faculty Salaries and Compensation 
We begin with an analysis of mean faculty salary and compensation at UNM. We obtained 
these from ACADEME, the journal of the American Association of University Professors . 
(Corrected data were provided by Maryse Eymonerie courtesy of UNM 's Office of Planning and 
Policy Studies --now UNM 's Office of Institutional Research. Recent data and recent cor-
rections were provided by the national office of the AAUP.) 
In Tables 1-3 we present mean UNM Faculty Salaries by Rank: Full Professor (Table 1) , As-
sociate Professor (Table 2) , and Assistant Professor (Table 3) . We present these means in 
actual dollar values and in constant (inflated) December 1996 Dollars for each academic year 
from 1971-72 to 1996-97. For our inflation index we used the Consumer Price Index (CPI-U , 
December) of the U.S. Depa1iment of Labor. We also present in Tables 1-3, the inflationary 
lag of each year 's mean behind 1971-72 levels. 
Our analysis shows that by 1996-97, the annual loss in mean salary to inflation (below 1971-72 
levels) was about $6,100 (-8.6 % ) for UNM Full Professors , about $5 ,420 (-10.0%) for UNM As-
sociate Professors, and about $3,960 (-8 .8%) for UNM Assistant Professors . Over the 25 year 
period 1971-72 to 1996-97, the cumulative salary loss due to inflation (in December 1996 Dol-
lars) was $216,450 for Full Professors, $190,830 for Associate Professors, and $134,000 for As-
sistant Professors. 
In Tables 4-6 we present our analysis of mean UNM Faculty Compensation by Rank: Full Pro-
fessor (Table 4), Associate Professor (Table 5) , and Assistant Professor (Table 6) . There it 
may be observed that by 1996-97, the annual loss to inilation below 1971-72 levels) was about 
$640 (-0.8%) for Full Professors, about $1,780 (-2 .9%) for Associate Professors , and bout $1 ,150 
(-2.3%) for Assistant Professors. In these respective tables it may also be observed that the 
cumulative 22 year loss in compensation income was about $154.140 for Full Professors , 
$152 ,980 for Associate Professors, and $99.890 for Assistant Professors. 
After 25 years, UNM's salary and compensation are still, in 1996-97, below the purcha sing 
power of UNM faculty in 1971-72. UNM' s faculty have lost appreciable real income over th e 
last 25 years due to inflation . We have compared these losses with those of UNM 's "peer 
comparison group." 
Peer Comparison Group Facultv Salaries and Compensation 
In 1990 UNM and the New Mexico Commission on Higher Education identified a peer com-
parison' group for use in consideration of "peer adjustments_". in faculty _compens~tion . Th is 
was the result of a cluster analysis to identify state univers1t1es ~1ost l1~e UNM . 1n size and 
programs. (The cluster was restricted by limits on the number of 1nst1tut1ons which could be 
included from East of the Mississippi . The seventeen inst1tut1ons of tl11s peer compari son 
group are identified in Appendix A and A11pendix B.) 
Usin~ the AAUP' s ACADEME figures for ~ean salaries and compensation at our 16 peer in-
stItutIons , we calculated_ Mean Peer Salaries and Mean Peer Compensation. These are also 
presented , by professorial rank, in Tables 1-6 for comparison with UNM means. 
Our a_nalysis shown in Tabl es 1-6 indicates that professors at UNM 's peer institutions also 
experienced losses due to inflation. In fact. the losses to inflation are quite similar to those 
of _UNM faculty between 1971-72 and 1982-83. However, starting about 1985-86, Peer insti-
tutions foun_d a~d allocated resources to make significant gains against inflation . From about 
1988-89, gaI_ns In Pee_r Compensation passed the rate of inflation and faculty at peer insti-
tutions realized real increases in the purchasing power of their compensation over 1971-72 
leve_ls . . Mea_n salary an? mean compensation at UNM failed to make comparable ga ins 
against 1nflat1on. Hence , in the 13 year period 1883-84 to 1996-97, UNM fell significantly behind 
Peer Means. 
Peer Gains over UNM 
We have _calculated the difference between UNM and Peer Means and we present these , by 
professorial rank, also in Tables 1-6 both in actual and constant December 1996 Dollars . 
Our analysis shows that between 1971-72 and 1983-84, UNM salaries were below Peer means 
but remained relatively close. Indeed, in 1971-72 mean UNM compensation for Associate 
Professors matched that of our peers. mean compensation for Assistant Professors was $390 
(1996 dollars) behind the peer mean , and mean compensation for Full Professors was about 
$1 ,160 below the peer group. And a little over a decade later, in 1982-83 the mean UNM salary 
for all three ranks (Full, Associate, and Assistant Professor) was less than $810 (December 
1996 dollars) behind the corresponding Peer mean. 
By 1996-97, in dramatic contrast , UNM' s gap behind the Peer mean was about $5.800 for Full 
Professor Salaries , $2.200 for Associate Professor Salaries , $2 ,280 for Assistant Professor 
Salaries , $8 ,500 for Full Professor Compensation, $4.300 for Associate Professor Compen-
sation, and $4,800 for Assistant Professor Compensation . 
In terms of cumulative salary (in 1993 dollars) , during the thirteen year period 1983-84 to 
1996-97, the Peer Full Professor received $76,550 more than did UNM Full Professors, Peer 
Group Associate Professors received about $44,810 more tl1an UNM Associate Profes i·ors, and 
Peer Group Assistant Professors received about $32.050 more than UNM Assistant Pr,_.; essors . 
In cumulative compensation during the same 13 years, Peer Full Professors received $115.820 
more than UNM Full Professors, Peer Associate Professors received $76,400 more than UNM 
Associate Professors and Peer Assistant Professors received $56,990 more than UNM As-
, 
sistant Professors. 
Why were peer institutions able to distance themselves so dramatically from UNM? Logically , 
there are three general answers: (1) they had more revenues that could be used for that pur-
pose , (2) they allocated more of what revenues they had to faculty compensation. and /or (3) 
the relative cost for doing business at peer institutions was lower. We will examine the pos-
sibilities in turn. We begin our analysis here with the first of these , "more resources ." Per-
haps . as is often claimed New Mexico did not have the resources to permit UNM to keep pace 
with Peer institutions. 
New Mexico and GPeer State " Resources 
Until 1992. the U.S. Department of Commerce annually published a repo_ri call_e d "State Gov-
ernment Finances." (More recently tl1e informc1tion releva nt to_ our study 1s ava1labl_e from this 
agency on the U.S . census website.) From th is source we _obtained data on Per Ca ~1 ta lncom ~, 
Per Capita Total Tax Revenues. and Per Caoita Expend1t~res on Hi ghe r ed~,c~;10~ for I e,v 
Mex ico and for each of the 16 states in which th e Peer lnst1tut1ons are locatea . ,ro_r purposes 
of this report . we will refer to these 16 stales as " Peer States and mean only by thi s that they 
C 
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are the states in which UNM 's peer instit'utions are located .) Using this data, we computed the 
Peer State mean for each of the years 1971-72 to 1996-97. 
!n Table 7, we present New Mexico Per Capita Income and the Peer Mean Per Capita Income 
1n actual and constant. December 1996 Dollars . We also present inflationary lag behind 
1971-72 levels and the difference between New Mexico and the Peer Mean. 
~ur analysis shown in Table 7 indicates that New Mexico Per Capita Income started to decline 
1n 1973-74 (by about $84 in 1974-75) but then recovered and stayed ahead of inflation for th e 
rem~inder of the 25 year period from 1971-72 to 1996-97. By 1996-97, in fact. New Mexico Per 
~ap1ta 1nco1:1e had gained $6,043 (December 1996 Dollars) over inflation . Th e average person 
1n New Mexico had realized a real income increase during this period while UNM Professors 
experienced a very serious decrease in re al income. 
Our _analysis . however, also indicates that the Peer States not onl y had a higher mean Per 
Capita Income in 1971-72 (by $1648 1996 dollars) they widened this gap considerably by 
1996-97. It is certainly possible that with an extra $3,164 per man . woman, and child , the Peer 
States might have been in a better position to invest in faculty salaries . If so, this should be 
reflected in Per Capita Total Tax Revenues. 
In Table 8 we present Per Capita Total Tax Revenues for New Mexico and the Peer State Mean 
in actual and constant December 1996 Dollars . And we show the differences between New 
Mexico and the Peer Mean . 
Our analysis shown in Table 8 indicates that , between 1971-72 and 1996-97, both New Mexico 
and the Peer States received tax revenues that increased at a rate faster than inflation . 
Moreover, in 1971-72 New Mexi co started with a $320 (December 1996 Dollars) lead in Per 
Capita Total Tax Revenues and by 1996-97 had widened this lead (slightly) to $357. 
The results displayed in Table 8 are not consistent with the view that Peer States had more 
per capita public revenues to award to their major public universities. In fact, New Mexico 
had more for that purpose (relative to peer states) in 1996-97 than it did in 1971-72. Since other 
states did not have more per capita total tax revenues to use , the explaration of their higher 
faculty salaries must be found elsewhere --for example , in how they allocated those tax re-
venues. Perhaps by sacrificing in other areas of state expenditure, Peer States allocated 
more money to higher education than did New Mexico. 
In Table 9 we present our comparison of Per Capita Expenditures on Higher Education for New 
Mexico and the Peer State Mean. 
Our analysis indicates that New Mexico's Per Capita Expenditures on Hi~her Educatio_n ex-
ceeded the Peer Mean throughout the 1971-72 to 1996-97 years. However, its lead fell slightly 
from $127 (December 1993 dollars) in 1971-72 to $116 in 1996-97. 
Could the $11 decline in New Mexico' s Per Capita Expenditures on Higher Education account 
for UNM 's failure to raise Facultv Salari es and Compensation at th e rate of its Peer Insti-
tutions? If so, we would expect per capita state appropriations to UNM to lag behind the 
mean Peer State Appropriation to their "flagship" universities . 
New Mexico and " Peer State" Appropriation to "Flaqship" Universities 
The State Higher Education Executive Officers (SH Ei::O) annually p~blishes a repo11 wi~h th_e 
title "State Higher Education Appropriations." (Tl1is report for 1996-91 was produced by Edward 
R. Hines and J. Russell Higham . Ill.) From this source we have obtained New Mexrco and 
Peer- State appropriations to their "flagship " university. ,~sing Depar1m~,nt of ~ommerce {Bu-
re au of the Cens us) figures for state populations (from State Finances and r ela,ted Internet 
sources --see above). we have calculated per capita state appropriatron to UNl'v) and mean 
pee r state appropriation to tiieir flagship university of the UNM Peer Comparrson group. 
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(Three pe~r institutions of the Peer Comparison Group --the Universities of Iowa Missou · 
a~d Washington-- did not submit comparable data to the ''State Higher Educatio~ Approp;iI~ 
atIons Report" over the 25 year period and were excluded from our analysis.) 
In _Table 10 we present our comparison of Per Capita State Appropriation to Flagship Univer-
sItIes for New Mexico and the Peer State Mean. 
Our analysis indicates that New Mexico' s Per Capita Appropriation to UNM exceeded the Peer 
M_ean throughout the 1971-72 to 1996-97 years by at least $22. Morever, it began the period 
with a lead of about $26 (1971-72 ) or $32 (1972-73) continued in 1996-97 with witl1 a lead of over 
$31 (De_cember 1996 Dollars). Despite a lower Mean Per Capita Income and despite faster 
gro_wth In Peer Per Capita Income, New Mexico maintained its higher Per Capita State Allo-
cation to UNM. 
Despite widespread speculation (if not belief). UNM's share of state support for higher edu-
cation has not declined with the growth of other state supported institutions . The explanation 
of its lag behind Peer Compensation must lie in other factors -e.g. , alternative sources of re-
venues , different allocation of resources , and/or less costly ways of increasing faculty salaries 
and compensation . 
We turn to an analysis of these factors. First , however. we need to know how much it would 
have cost to ra ise UNM Tenure Track Faculty (i.e., Full Associate Professors , and Assistant 
Professors) Compensation to the Peer Group Mean. 
Cost of Raising UNM Tenure Track Faculty Compensation to Peer Group Mean 
In Tables 4-6 we have presented, by faculty rank, the difference between UNM' s mean faculty 
compensation and that of the Peer Comparison Group. We have multiplied each difference 
(in December 1996 Dollars) by the number of UNM faculty at each level and summed across 
ranks to obtain the basic cost of raising UNM' s tenure track faculty compensation to the Peer 
Group Mean. We have calculated th is cost both in terms of UNM as a whole and (by dividing 
by the size of the student body) the cost per student Full Time Equival ents (FTE). These results 
are presented in Table 11 . 
In Table 11 we note that the cost of raising UNM's faculty compensation to the Peer Group 
Mean for UNM as a whole increased from $295,976 (December 1996 Dollars) in 1971-72 to 
$4,773,100 in 1996-97. On a per student FTE basis, the cost rose from about $18 in 1971-72 to 
about $259 in 1996-97 (down from an even higher le-vel of $356 in 1987-88). 
We turn , then, to the question: Did UNM lack significant revenues that peer in_stitutions had _to 
raise faculty salaries and compensation. Since UNM had comparable or higher per ca_p1~a 
appropriations, the most plausible alternative was Tuition and Fee reven~es. (At UNM this 1s 
the second largest source of instructional revenues after state appropriation .) Perhaps UNM 
lacked comparable Tuition and Fee Revenues to keep pace with its peers. 
New Mexico and "Peer State" Tuit ion and Fe e Rates 
The CHRONICLE OF HIGHER EDUCATION annually publishes the Tuition and Fee R~te (f~II 
time, resident , undergraduate) for institutions of higller education in tl1is c~untry. Us_ing this 
source and tabulations supplied (in earlier years) courtesy of UNM' s Ofr1ce of Policy and 
Planning Studies , we have obtained the Tuition and Fee rate for UN M and the mean rate for 
our 16 institution Peer Comparison Group. • 
In Table 12 we present the standard (undergraduate . full _time . resident, annual) Tuition and 
Fee rate for UNM and the mean rate for the Peer Comp arison Group. 
Our analysis indicates that UNM's Tuition and_ Fee rate has lag~ed behind th~ Pee!· M~an 
throughout the 1971-72 to 1996-97 years. More 1111poriantly. while rt began the 2~ year period 
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only $42 (Decemb_er 1996 Dollars) below the Peer Mean, it was permitted to fall furiher and 
f~rther behrnd untrl UNM ' s Tuition and Fee Rate was $811 (the largest gap in the 25 year pe-
riod) behrnd the Peer Mean in 1996-97. 
In Ta_bl_e 12 we also compare the difference in Tuition and Fee Rates with the Per Student Cost 
o~ raIsIng UNM compensation to the peer mean. Specifically, using the Tuition and Fee Rate 
d1ffe~ence as an estimate of income lost to UNM and subtracting our calculation of the cost 
of raising UNM faculty compensation to the Peer Group Mean , we show the balance left over 
had this amount of money been applied to that purpose . 
In Table 12 we note the ~alance left over would have been over $25 (December 1996 Dollars) 
per student FTE in 1972-,3 and would have risen to over $552 by 1996-97. It is also apparent 
In Table 12 that , for most years , UNM would have had to apply less than half of these projected 
add1t1onal revenues to raising tenure track faculty compensation in order to achieve the peer 
mean . In 1996-97 it would have taken less than a third of the additional tuition and fee re-
venues. 
A very reasonable inference from the results of Tabl e 12 is that UNM' s Peer Institutions very 
probably had more than enough additional Per Student Tuition and Fee Revenues easily to 
enable their gain over UNM in Faculty Compensation with significant revenues to spare for 
other purposes. 
Dramatica lly lower Per Student Tui1:on and Fee Revenues, then , is one very clear explanation 
of the failure of UNM to keep Faculty Compensation close to the Peer Mean. However, this 
may not have been the only explanation or the only factor. Could UNM have done mainta ined 
peer parity in faculty salaries and compensation without the comparable Tuition and Fee re-
venues? For example , could it have employed its higher Per Capita State Appropriation to this 
end? Or perhaps was it limited in this regard by a increase in the number of students being 
served? To examine these questions we need to ta ke a close look at Per Student Revenues 
and Per Student Expenditures. 
UNM Per Stud ent Revenues and Expend itures 
UNM pays Faculty Salaries and Compensation out of its Instruction and General (l&G) Budget. 
The New Mexico Commission on Higher Educat ion for several years issued an annual report 
called " Analysis of Institutional 'l&G' Operating Budgets." From this we have obtained UNM 
Per Student l&G Revenues and Expenditures for the years 1971-72 to 1996-97. And from 
UNM's Budget Office we have obtained the comparable figures for 1995-96 and 1996-97 (the 
latter set of figures is budgeted rather than actual). 
In Table 13 we present UNM's Per Student State Appropriation in actual dollars and in con-
stant inflated (December 1996) dollars. We also present the lag/gain over 1971-72 levels . We 
note that after lagging $1039 (December 1996 Dollars) behind inflation by 1974-75, P_e r Stud~nt 
State Appropriation then caught up with inflation by 1977-78 and by 199~-97 the gain over ~n-
flation was $1438. These results contradict the proposition that UNM 's increased Per Capita 
State Appropriation was "eaten up" by increases in tl1e number o f students at UNM . In fact, 
UNM experienced a very significant real increase (above inflation) in Per_ Student _Sta'.e Ap-
propriation . These results also contradict any claim that UNM lacked s1gn1f1cant gains 1n Per 
Student State Appropriations with which it could have helped keep fac_ulty salari es ahea_d_ of 
inflation . Perhaps these gains were offset by a handicapping decline 1n Per Student Tu1t1on 
and Fee Revenues . 
In Table 13, we also present Per Student Tuition and Fe e Revenues botl~ in actua l_do~lars and 
in constant infl ated (December 1996) dollars. And we present th e lag/gain over 19 11 - ,2 levels . 
(Student Tuition and Fee Revenues in this context. it should be noted. include not ?nly what 
students and/or their families pay out of pocket but scholarship and other monies going to pay 
for tuition and fees .) The pattern in Table 13 is fairly dramatic. For a decade and a _h~~ 
1971-72 through 1987-88, Per Student Tui tion an d Fe e Revenues at UNM lagged behind 1911-, ... 
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levels_ due to inflation. However, _sta11!ng in 1988-89, Per Student Tuition and Fee Revenues 
have increased steadily ahead of 1nflat1on such that the gain by 1996-97 (over 1971-72 levels) 
was $806 . In other words , by 1996-97, UNM was receiving Per Student Tuition and Fee Re-
ve~~es well above 1971-72 levels. Both Per Student State Appropriations and Per Student 
Tu1t1on and Fee Revenues were well ahead of inflation by 1996-97. Clearly. increases in Per 
Student State Appropriations were not being "eaten up" by declines in Per Student Tuition and 
Fee Revenues . Rather. both were contributing to significant increases in Per Student Reven-
ues. What was the combined amount? 
In Table 13, "."_e also present the combined Per Student Revenues from State Appropriations 
and from Tu1t1on and Fees. We present this. again. in actual dollars and in constant inflated 
(December 1996) dollars. And we present the combined inflationary gain over 19-:- 1-72. Per 
Student Combined (State Appropriation and Tuition Fees) Revenues lagged beh ind inflation 
from 1971-72 through 1977-78 and 1980-81 through 1983-84. For most of the period 1971-72 to 
1983-84, Combined Revenues fell and remained below 1971-72 levels . However, starting 1n 
1984-85 , Per Student Combined Revenues remained above the purchasing power of 1971-72 
every year through 1996-97. By 1996-97, moreover, the gain over inflation (above the 1971-72 
level) was $2244 . Clearly , one way in which faculty salaries and compen.sation could have 
been kept a peer levels. would have been to allocate about $259 of this additional income to 
that purpose . How could UNM have this much additional money per student. and not have the 
additional $259 per student needed to keep tenure track faculty compensation at peer levels? 
The next logical possibility was that of internal allocation of these revenue~. Perhaps UNM 
failed to allocate a commensurate part of its revenues to instruction in comparison to student 
services . administration, and facilities. If so, we should see a decline in the instructional pa11 
of the budget. 
In Table 14, we present UNM Per Student Expe nditures on Instruction both in actual dollars 
and in constant inflated (December 1996) dollars . Per Student Expenditures on Instruction at 
UNM appear to have fallen dramatically in 1972-73 by $851 (December 1996 dollars) . They did 
not pull out of this hole until 1988-89 . They have gained steadily and significantly since that 
time to $931 above the 1971-72 level in 1996-97. Did Per Student Expenditures on Instruction 
maintain their share of increased Per Student Combined (State Appropriation and Tuition and 
Fee) Income? In Table 14 we also show the ratio of E.xpenditures on l1struction to Combin ed 
Income. Throughout the 25 year period 1971-72 to 1996-97, this ratio has ranged between .568 
(in 1994-95) and .676 (in 1975-76) --a fluctuation of slightly more than 10% and . at most, a slight 
decline over the 25 year period . By and larg e, Per Capita Expenditures on Instruction have 
maintained close to their share of Per Capita Combined Income. The failure to provide Tenure 
Track Compensation at Peer Levels does not appear to be explained by any marked decline 
in Per Student Expe nditures on Instruction . The next logical question: Did Per Student Ex-
penditures on Tenure Track Compensation maintain its share of Per Student Expenditures on 
Instruction? 
In Table 14 we present UNM's Per Student Expe nditures on Tenure Track Faculty Compen-
sation . We calculated this by multiplying mean compensation at each faculty rank (See Tab_les 
4-6 above) by the number of faculty at each rank (available in AAUP reports) and then a_d?1ng 
across ranks : Full Professor. Associate Professor. an d Assistant Professor. We then d1v1ded 
by the number of Student Full Time Equivalents available from Commission on Higher Educa-
tion "Analysis of Institutional ' l&G' Budgets). We present the expe nditures both in _a~t ual 
dollars and in constant inflated (December 1996) dollars. And we present th e 1nflat1onary 
lag /gain over 1971-72 levels . After gaining on inflation in 1972-73. Per Student Te~ure _Tra ck 
Compensation fell below inflation from 1973-74 throu gh 1975-76 but gained over 1nflat1on 1n 
1976-77 and has remained ahead of inflat ion since that tim e. By 1996-97. Per Student Ex-
penditures on Tenure Track Faculty was $579 above inflation . In Tabl e 14 we also present Per 
Student Expenditures on Tenu re Track Compensation as a fraction of Per Student Expendi-
tures on lnstrnction . This fraction !1a s also fluctu ated over ll1e 25 year peri od from low of .505 
in 1971-72 to a 1,igh of .688 in 1972-73 but th e remain der falling between .525 and __ .615. In 
general. Per Student Expenditu res ("roughly"' and w ith perhaps some modest dec1111e) kept 
pace with Per Student Expenditures on In struction. 
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If there were si_g_nificant additional Per Student Income (Per Student State Appropriation and 
Per S'.udent Tu1t1on and Fee _ revenues) and if both Per Student Expenditures maintained al-
most 1t_s sha,:e of th:s~ add1t1onal revenues and if Per Student Expenditures on Instruction 
ma1nta1ned ( roughly ) its share of Per Student Expenditures on Instruction , there should have 
been enough_ money to keep UNM faculty salaries and compensation closer (if not at) peer 
!evels . That 1s, unl_ess the per student cost of faculty salaries and compensation themselves 
increased a~ UNM 1n ways they did not at peer institutions. Did the size of the tenure track 
faculty also increase such that a significantly greater share of Per Student Income would have 
to be allocated to instruction and to tenure track faculty compensation to maintain parity with 
peers? 
UNM Facultv Size 
Along with mean salary and compensation , the AAUP' s ACADEME annually publishes the 
faculty size by rank for UNM and its Peer Comparison Group. We have used these figures to 
compute the mean faculty size , by rank, of the Peer Comparison group. 
In Table 15 we present faculty size by rank for UNM and the Peer Mean . We also present by 
rank UNM 's faculty si ze as a fraction of the Peer Mean . Between 1971-72 and 1996-97, the 
number of Full Professors and Associate Professors increased both at UNM and at (the typical) 
Peer Institution . However, the growth was more rapid at UNM. In 1971-72 the number of UNM 
Full Professors was .555 of the Peer Mean but by 1996-97 it was .638 of the Peer Mean. Sim-
ilarly, in 1971-72 the number of UNM Associate Professors was .669 of the Peer Mean but by 
1996-97 it was .8 17 of the Peer Mean. 
Between 1971-72 and 1996-97. the number of Assistant Professors decreased both at UNM 
and at (typical ) Peer Institutions. Between 1971-72 and 1984-85 the number of Assistant Pro-
fessors at UNM grew faster than the Peer Mean (from .716 to .978 of the Peer Mean) but then 
grew more slowly (to .839 of the Peer Mean in 1996-97) . 
UNM has had significant growth in faculty size in comparison to the Peer Mean. What does 
this relative growth look like in terms of numbers of positions? To determine this , we calcu-
lated the projected size of the UNM faculty if each rank had grown at the same rate as the 
corresponding rank of Peer Group. 
In Table 16 we present, by rank, faculty size at IJNM in actual numbers and as projected if 
UNM' s faculty size had grown at the same rate as the Peer Mean. We also present the lag 
or gain in number of actual faculty positions relative to that projected by Peer grrnNth. 
Throu ghout the 25 year period 1971-72 to 1996-97, the number of UNM Full Professors was 
higher than that projected using the rate of growth in the Peer Mean. By 1996-97 the number 
of UNM Full Professors was, in fact. 41 above that projection. The pattern is mixed for Asso-
ciate Professors. However, from 1986-87 through 1996-97, the number of UNM Associate Pro-
fessors grew much faster than that projected using the rate of growth in the Peer Mean. And 
by 1996-97, the number of UNM Associate Professors wa s nearly 48 positions higher than that 
projected at the rate of Peer growth . By 1996-97, the actual number of _Assistant Professors 
at UNM was also over 18 positions higher than that projected by the rate of peer increases. 
What was the cost of this additional growth in senior faculty and how far would the revenu es 
expe nded go toward keeping a smaller faculty compensated at peer leve ls? To answer this 
question. We multiplied the lag/ga in ove r peer growth by mean compensation at each rank 
and added th is cost across ranks . We then divided this total by the number of students. 
In Table 17, we show the cost of UN M's growth in faculty (above the rate of growth of those 
ranks in the Peer con,parison Group ). In 1996-97. the cost had reached $5 .092.540 (December 
1996 Dollars) --down slightly from 1995-96. 
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In Table 17, we also show the Per Student Cost of UNM' s growth in faculty ranks . And. for 
comparison, we show the Per Cost of Raising (Tenure Track Faculty) Compensation to the 
Peer Mean. By 1988-89, the Per Student Cost of UNM 's growth in Faculty Ranks (above growth 
In the Peer Comparison Group) was above $279. Between 1988-89 and 1996-97, it remained 
well above $200 and in 1996-97 it was $259. In some years (e.g. , 1996-97) , if faculty si ze had 
been l1m1ted to_ ~rowth at the rate of the Peer Comparison Group , the addition al money would 
have been sufficient to keep Tenure Track Compensation at peer levels . In other recent (i.e ., 
1985-86 through 1996-97) years the additional money would have paid the better paIi of the 
cost of maintaining UNM Tenure Track Compensation at peer levels. 
Student Faculty Ratio 
If UNM increased the size of its faculty at a faster rate than did its peer institutions , what wa s 
the relationship of this growth to number of students at UNrvP To answer this question , we 
computed the ratio of UNM' s Student Full Time equivlanet (SFT) to the number of faculty at 
each rank. These resulting ratios are shown in Table 18. Over the 25 year period 1971-72 to 
1996-97, the number of students per Full Professor decreased from 90.0 to 57. 8. per Associate 
Professor decreased from 97.3 to 69.8, per Assistant Professor increased from 80.1 to 95 .5 and 
per Faculty Member (all three ranks) decreased from 29.5save23.8 . Clearly , UNM increa sed 
its faculty (at senior ranks) also faster thari the rate of growth in student size at UNM. It ap-
parently did so without the commensurate resource allocation to keep salaries comparable 
to peer institutions. 
Our results indicate that the primary explanation of t he failure of UNM Salary and Compen-
sation to keep pace with Peer Means was that UNM (a) failed to keep Tuition and Fee rates 
comparable to those of the Peer Comparison Group, (b) simultaneously fail ed to allocate a 
significantly larger share of revenues to Expenditures on Tenure Track Faculty at 1971-72 
share of Expenditures on Instruction , while (c) it simultaneously expanded the si ze of the 
faculty well beyond the rate of growth in the Peer Comparison group and beyond th e rate of 
grovrth in the student body at UNM. This explanation requires the further qualification th at 
during the relevant 25 year period , UNM fa iled to obtain additional state revenues and failed 
to find additional internal revenues which could be reallocated to faculty salaries and com-
pe'lsation. 
Conclusions 
Our studies to date seem to warrant the following conclusions: 
(1) Due to inflation , senior faculty at UNM (All Ranks) still make less today (salaries and 
compensation) than they did in the year 1971-72. 
(2) While UNM' s Peer Institutions shared UNM's problem with inflation from 1971-72 to 
1983-84, during the last decade UNM' s Peer Institutions have been much more succe~sful than 
UNM in recovering from inflationary lag (especially in the area of faculty compensation) . 
(3) The explanation of the UNM-Peer Gap is not that UNM failed to receive proport ionate 
resources from public resources. 
(4) The explanation of the UNM-Peer Gap is not that UNM lacked the internal resources to 
remedy this problem if it had allocated those resources to do so. 
(4) Logically , UNM could have kept Faculty Salaries and Compensation at or __ a~ove th e 
Peer Mean in anv one of 5 ways (a) obtaining more generous state l&G approp11 a,1ons. (b) 
keepin g Tuition a·nd Fee Rates closer to th e Peer l'vlean . (c) allocating a significantly gre.:i ter 
share of Per Student revenus to th at purpos e. (d ) keepin g th e growth of facul ty si ze (at e1ach 
rank) comm ensurate with growth in those ranks at pe er 1nst1tu t1ons_. or (el so~-n e comb in at1on 
of two or more of the above. Th at UNM did none of these Is the basi c expl ana11 on o f why UNl\1 
fell behind its peers in Faculty Salari es and Compensation and wh y it stays tt7ere. 
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Recommendations of FSBC 
In its meeting of 06 May 1994, the UNtv1 Faculty Senate unanimously approved the following 
recommendations: 
(1) To request that the UNM Regents commit the University to the priority of raising mean 
faculty salaries and compensation at UNM to the peer group means no later than the year 
2000. 
(2) To request that the UNM Regents commit the University to the priority of annual incre-
ments in mean faculty salaries and compensation such that UNM's gain on the peer group 
means can reasonably be projected at no less than 1 % of those means each year. 
(3) To request that tl,e UNM Administration (Provost, Vice President for Business and Fi-
nance. Budget Director, and/or Director of Planning and Policy Studies) conduct and publish 
a study expl aining where UNM' s (higher than Peer Institution Mean) revenues are expended 
(in comparison to peer institutions) instead of keeping UNM faculty salaries and compensation 
at Peer mean levels . 
(4) To request that the UNM Administration (Provost , Vice President for Business and Fi-
nance , Budg et Director, and/or Director of Planning and Policy Studies) develop and publish 
a plan (a) to increase non-state l&G revenues and/or (b) to reallocate currently projected re-
venues sufficient to raise UNM faculty salaries and compensation to the Peer means with or 
without an increase in the State ' s share of the cost of instruction at this institution. 
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UNM Faculty Salaries and Compensation 
Table 1 
FSBC 08-01-97 
UNM and Peer Group Mean Salary: Full Professors 
YEAR 
71-72 
72-73 
73-74 
74-75 
75-76 
76-77 
77-78 
78-79 
79-80 
80-81 
81-82 
82-83 
83-84 
84-85 
85-86 
86-87 
87-88 
88-89 
89-90 
90-91 
91-92 
92-93 
93-94 
94-95 
95-96 
96-97 
UNM MEAN 
(1) (2) 
PRS IPRS 
18.40 
19.10 
19.80 
20.80 
22.50 
24.20 
25.60 
27.30 
28.90 
31. 80 
34.40 
36.80 
36.80 
39.40 
40.20 
41. 70 
42.90 
45.40 
48.40 
51. 90 
54.20 
55.50 
57.90 
62.10 
63.70 
64.90 
71. 00 
71.28 
67.97 
63.56 
64.30 
65.95 
65.38 
63.96 
59.76 
58.44 
58.04 
59.80 
57.62 
59.34 
58.33 
59.85 
58.96 
59.75 
60.87 
61.52 
62.34 
62.03 
62.98 
65.79 
65.82 
64.90 
(3) 
LPRS 
.0 0 
.28 
-3.03 
-7 .44 
-6.70 
-5.05 
-5.62 
-7.04 
-11. 24 
-1 2.56 
-12.96 
-11.20 
-13.38 
-11.66 
-12.67 
-11.15 
-12.04 
-11. 25 
-10 .13 
-9.48 
-8.66 
-8.97 
-8.02 
-5.21 
-5.18 
-6.10 
25 Year Income Loss -216.45 
13 Year Income Loss -120.51 
PEER GROUP MEAN 
(4) (5) (6) 
PPRS IPPRS LPPRS 
18.90 
19.50 
20.50 
21. 70 
23.40 
24.80 
26 .10 
27.90 
29 .60 
32.00 
35.00 
37 .30 
38.40 
40.70 
43.20 
45.50 
48.60 
51. 20 
54.60 
57.70 
59.60 
61. 30 
64.00 
66.30 
68.60 
70.70 
KEY 
72 . 93 
72. 77 
70.37 
66.31 
66.87 
67.58 
66.66 
65.36 
61. 21 
58.81 
59.05 
60.61 
60.12 
61. 30 
62 . 69 
65.31 
66.79 
67.39 
68.67 
68.39 
68.55 
68 .51 
69.62 
70 . 24 
70.88 
70.70 
.00 
-.16 
-2.56 
-6.62 
-6.06 
-5.35 
-6.27 
- 7.57 
-11. 72 
-14.12 
-13.88 
-12.32 
-12.81 
- 11. 63 
- 10.24 
-7.62 
- 6.14 
-5.54 
-4.26 
-4.54 
- 4.38 
- 4 .42 
-3.31 
-2.69 
-2.05 
- 2.23 
- 168.48 
- 69.05 
UNM - PEER 
(7) (8) 
DPRS IDPRS 
-.50 -1. 93 
- .40 -1.49 
-.70 -2.40 
-.90 -2.75 
-.90 -2.57 
-.60 -1. 64 
-.50 -1. 28 
-.60 -1. 41 
-.70 -1. 45 
-.20 -. 37 
-.60 -1.01 
-. 50 -. 81 
-1. 60 - 2 .51 
-1.30 -1. 96 
-3.00 -4.35 
- 3.80 -5.45 
-5.70 -7.83 
-5.80 -7.63 
-6.20 -7.80 
-5.80 -6.88 
-5.40 -6.21 
-5.80 -6.48 
-6.10 -6.64 
-4.20 -4.45 
- 4.90 - 5.06 
- 5.80 -5.80 
-96.23 
-76.55 
(1) PRS = Full Professor Salary, UNM Mean 
(2) IPRS = PRS in December 1996 Dollars 
(3) LPRS = PRS Lag behind 1971-72 in December 1996 Dollars 
(4) PPRS = Full Professor Salary, Peer Mean 
(5) IPPRS = PPRS Lag behind 1971-72 in December 1996 Dollars 
(6) LPPRS = PPRS Lao behind 1971 -7 2 in December 1994 Dollars 
(7) DPRS = PRS - P~RS (Difference between UN1 and Peer Mean) 
(8) IDPRS = DPRS in December 1996 Dollars 
All figures are in thousands of dollars: 
Column total discrepancies due ~o rounding error . 
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Table 2 
FSBC 08 - 01 - 97 
UNM and Peer Group Mean Salary: Associate Professors 
YEAR 
71-72 
72-73 
73-74 
74-75 
75-76 
76-77 
77-78 
78-79 
79-80 
80-81 
81-82 
82-83 
83-84 
84-85 
85-86 
86-87 
87-88 
88-89 
89-90 
90-91 
91-92 
'.12-93 
93-94 
94-95 
95-96 
96-97 
UNM MEAN 
(1) (2) 
AOS IAOS 
14.00 
14.50 
15.00 
15.60 
16.80 
17.70 
18.80 
20.20 
21.50 
23.60 
25.60 
27.40 
27.10 
29.30 
29.70 
30.70 
31. 70 
34.10 
35.90 
38.10 
40.50 
41.40 
43.10 
46.50 
47.60 
48.60 
54.02 
54.11 
51.49 
47.67 
48.01 
48.23 
48.01 
47.32 
44.46 
43.37 
43.19 
44.52 
42.43 
44.13 
43.10 
44.06 
43.57 
44.88 
45.15 
45.16 
46.58 
46.27 
46.88 
49.26 
49.18 
48.60 
( 3) 
LAOS 
.00 
.09 
- 2.53 
-6. 35 
-6. 01 
-5. 79 
- 6.01 
-6.70 
-9.56 
-10.65 
-10.83 
-9.50 
-11.59 
-9.89 
-10.92 
-9.96 
-10.45 
-9.14 
-8.87 
-8.86 
-7 .44 
-7.75 
-7.14 
-4.76 
-4.84 
-5.42 
25 Year Income Loss -190.83 
13 Year Income Loss -105.42 
PEER GROUP MEAN 
(4) (5) (6) 
PAOS IPAOS LPAOS 
14.40 
14.80 
15. 60 
16.60 
17.80 
18.80 
19 . 90 
21. 00 
22.30 
24.10 
26.20 
27.80 
28.50 
30 . 00 
32.00 
33.60 
35.60 
37.60 
40.10 
42.20 
43.50 
44.50 
46.40 
47.90 
49.50 
50.80 
KEY 
55 .57 
55.23 
53.55 
50.73 
50.87 
51. 23 
50.82 
49 . 20 
46 . 11 
44.29 
44.21 
45.17 
44.62 
45.19 
46.43 
48.23 
48 . 93 
49.49 
50.44 
50.02 
50.03 
49.74 
50.47 
50.75 
51.14 
50.80 
.00 
-. 34 
- 2 . 02 
- 4 . 84 
-4. 70 
-4. 34 
-4.75 
- 6 . 37 
-9.46 
-11. 28 
-11. 36 
-10.40 
-10. 95 
-10. 38 
-9.14 
-7. 34 
-6. 64 
-6.08 
-5.13 
-5.55 
- 5.54 
- 5.83 
-5.10 
-4. 82 
-4.43 
-4.77 
- 161.57 
-80.76 
UNM - PEER 
(7) (8) 
DAOS IDAOS 
- . 40 - 1.54 
-. 30 - 1. 12 
-. 60 - 2 . 06 
-1. 00 - 3 . 06 
-1. 00 - 2.86 
- 1.10 - 3 . 00 
-1. 10 - 2.81 
-.80 - 1. 87 
-. 80 -1. 65 
-. 50 -.92 
-.60 -1. 01 
-.40 -. 65 
- 1 .40 - 2.19 
-.70 - 1.05 
- 2 . 30 - 3 . 34 
- 2 .90 - 4.16 
- 3.90 - 5.36 
- 3.50 - 4 . 61 
- 4.20 -5.28 
-4.10 - 4.86 
- 3 .00 - 3 .45 
- 3 .10 -3.46 
-3. 30 - 3.59 
-1.40 -1. 4f 
-1. 90 -1. 9c: 
- 2 .20 -2. 20 
- 68.02 
- 44 . 81 
(1) AOS = Associate Professor SaJary , UNM Mean 
(2) IAOS = AOS in December 1996 Dollars 
(3) LAOS= AOS Lag behind 1971-72 in December 1996 Dollars 
(4) PAOS = Associate Professor Salary, Peer Mean 
(5) IPAOS = PAOS Lag behind 1971-72 in December 1996 Dollars 
(6) LPAOS = PAOS Lag behind 1971-72 in December 1994 Dollars 
(7) DAOS = .M)S - PAOS (Difference between UNM and Peer Mean) 
(8) IDAOS = DAOS in December 1996 Dollars 
All figures are in thousands of dollars: 
Column total discrepanci es due to rounding error. 
C 
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Table 3 
FSBC 08-01-97 
UNM and Peer Group Mean Salary: Assistant Professors 
YEAR 
71-72 
72-73 
73-74 
74-75 
75-76 
76-77 
77-78 
78-79 
79-80 
80-81 
81-82 
82-83 
83-84 
84-85 
85-86 
86-87 
87-88 
88-89 
89-90 
90-91 
91-92 
92-93 
93-94 
94-95 
95-96 
96-97 
UNM MEAN 
(1) (2) 
ASS IASS 
11 .60 
11. 90 
12.40 
13.20 
14.00 
14.90 
15.70 
16.50 
17.40 
19.40 
20.60 
22.40 
22.30 
24.20 
24. 70 
26.30 
27.70 
30.80 
33.00 
35.20 
36.40 
37.00 
37.90 
39.90 
39.90 
40.80 
44. 76 
44.41 
42.57 
40.34 
40.01 
40.60 
40.10 
38.65 
35.98 
35.65 
34. 76 
36.40 
34. 91 
36.45 
35.84 
37.75 
38.07 
40 .54 
41.51 
41. 72 
41. 86 
41.35 
41.23 
42.27 
41. 23 
40.80 
(3) 
LASS 
.00 
-. 35 
- 2.19 
-4.42 
-4.75 
-4.16 
-4.66 
-6 .11 
-8.78 
-9 .11 
-10.00 
-8.36 
-9.85 
-8.31 
- 8 .92 
-7.01 
-6.69 
-4.22 
-3.25 
-3.04 
-2.90 
-3.41 
-3.53 
-2.49 
-3.53 
-3.96 
25 Year Income Loss -134.00 
13 Year Income Loss -61.26 
PEER GROUP MEAN 
(4) (5) (6) 
PASS IPASS LPASS 
12.00 
12.70 
12.90 
13.70 
14.50 
15.30 
16.00 
17.00 
18.00 
19.50 
21.40 
22.90 
23 .80 
25.50 
27.40 
29.00 
30.80 
32.40 
34.60 
36.20 
37.40 
38.70 
40.30 
41.40 
42.50 
43.60 
KEY 
46.31 .00 
47 . 39 1.08 
44.28 -2.03 
41. 87 -4. 44 
41. 44 -4. 87 
41.69 -4.62 
40.86 -5.45 
39.83 -6. 48 
37 .22 -9. 09 
35.84 -10.47 
36 .11 -10. 20 
37.21 -9.10 
37.26 -9. 05 
38.41 
39 .76 
41.62 
42.33 
42.64 
43.52 
42.91 
43.01 
43.25 
43.84 
43.86 
43.91 
43.60 
-7. 90 
-6. 55 
-4 .69 
- 3.98 
- 3.67 
-2.7 9 
- 3.40 
-3.30 
- 3.06 
-2.47 
- 2 .45 
-2.40 
-2. 71 
-124.08 
-49. 36 
UNM - PEER 
(7) (8) 
DASS IDASS 
-.40 -1.54 
-. 80 -2.99 
-.50 -1. 72 
-.so -1. 53 
-.so -1. 43 
-. 40 -1.09 
-.30 - . 77 
-.50 -1.17 
-. 60 -1.24 
-.10 -.18 
-.80 - 1.35 
-.50 -.81 
-1. 50 -2.35 
-1. 30 -1. 96 
- 2.70 -3.92 
-2.70 - 3.88 
-3.10 -4.26 
-1 .60 -2 .11 
-1.60 - 2.01 
-1.00 - 1.19 
-1.00 -1.15 
-1. 70 -1. 90 
-2.40 -2.61 
-1.5 0 -1.59 
- 2 .60 - 2 .69 
- 2 . 80 -2.80 
-48.67 
- 32.05 
(1) ASS= Assistant Professor Salary, UNM Mean 
(2) IASS = ASS in December 1996 Dollars 
(3) LASS= ASS Lag behind 1971-72 in December 1996 Dollars 
(4) PASS= Assistant Professor Salary, Peer Mean 
(5) IPASS = PASS Lag behind 1971-72 in December 1996 Dollars 
(6) LPASS = PASS Lag behind 1971-72 in December 1994 Dollars 
( 7) DASS = ASS - PASS (Difference between U 1.1 and Peer Mean) 
(8) IDASS = DASS in December 1996 Dolla rs 
All figures are in thousands of dollars. 
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Table 4 
FSBC 10-31-97 
YEAR 
71-72 
72-73 
73-74 
74-75 
75-76 
76-77 
77-78 
78-79 
79-80 
80-81 
81-82 
82-83 
83-84 
84-85 
85-86 
86-87 
87-88 
88-89 
89-90 
90-91 
91-92 
92-93 
93-94 
94-95 
95-96 
96-97 
UNM and Peer Group Mean Compensation: Full Professors 
UNM MEAN 
(1) (2) 
PRC IPRC 
20.30 
21. 30 
22.10 
23.20 
25.30 
27.10 
28.70 
30.60 
32.80 
36.00 
39.20 
42.50 
42.00 
46.40 
47.50 
49.20 
50.30 
53.70 
57 .10 
61. 80 
64.30 
65.90 
69.30 
74.10 
76.00 
77.70 
78.34 
79.49 
75. 87 
70.90 
72.30 
73 .85 
73.30 
71. 69 
67.8 2 
66.16 
66.14 
69.06 
65.76 
69.89 
68.92 
70.62 
69.13 
70.68 
71.82 
73.25 
73.95 
73.66 
75.38 
78.51 
78.53 
77.70 
(3) 
LPRC 
.00 
1.15 
- 2 . 47 
- 7.44 
- 6.04 
-4.49 
- 5.04 
-6. 65 
-10. 52 
-12 .18 
-12 . 20 
- 9 .28 
-12 . 58 
-8.45 
- 9 .42 
-7.7 2 
- 9 .2 1 
-7. 66 
-6.5 2 
-5.09 
-4.39 
-4.68 
- 2.96 
.17 
.19 
-.64 
PEER GROUP MEAN 
(4) (5) (6) 
PPRC IPPRC LPPRC 
20.60 
21.50 
22.70 
24.10 
26.00 
27 . 70 
29.40 
31.60 
34.20 
37.30 
41. 30 
44.30 
44.60 
48 . 90 
52 . 00 
54.80 
58.40 
61. 90 
66.30 
70 . 20 
72.80 
75 . 00 
78.50 
81. 20 
83 . 80 
86.20 
79.49 
80.23 
77. 93 
73.65 
74.30 
75.48 
75.09 
74.03 
70.72 
68.55 
69 . 68 
71. 99 
69.83 
73.65 
75.45 
78.65 
80.26 
81. 47 
83 . 39 
83.21 
83.73 
83.83 
85.39 
86.03 
86.58 
86.20 
.00 
.74 
-1. 56 
- 5.84 
- 5.19 
-4.01 
-4.40 
-5.46 
- 8 . 77 
-1 0.94 
-9.81 
-7. 50 
-9.66 
-5.84 
-4. 04 
-. 84 
.77 
1. 98 
3.90 
3 . 72 
4.24 
4.34 
5.90 
6.54 
7.09 
6.71 
UM - PEER 
(7) (8) 
DPRC IDPRC 
-.30 -1.16 
-.20 -.75 
-.60 -2.06 
-.90 -2.75 
- .70 -2.00 
-.60 -1.64 
-. 70 -1. 79 
-1.00 -2.34 
-1.40 -2.89 
-1. 30 -2.39 
-2.10 -3.54 
-1. 80 -2.92 
-2.60 -4.07 
-2.50 -3. 77 
-4.50 -6.53 
- 5 . 60 -8.04 
-8.10 -11.13 
-8.20 -10.79 
-9.20 -11.57 
-8.40 -9.96 
- 8.50 -9.78 
-9.10 -10.17 
-9.20 -10.01 
-7.10 -7.52 
-7.80 -8.06 
- 8.50 -8.50 
25 Year Income Loss -154.14 
13 Year Income Loss -66.39 
-37.93 
(gain] +34.48 
-144.97 
-115. 82 
( 1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 
(6) 
(7) 
(8) 
PRC 
IPRC 
LPRC 
PPRC 
IPPRC 
LPPRC 
DPRC 
IDPRC 
KEY 
= Full Professor Compensation, U1 ·1 Mean 
= PRC in December 1996 Dollars 
= PRC Lag behind 1971 - 72 in December 1996 Dollars 
= Full Professor Compensation Peer Mean 
= PPRC Lag behind 1971-72 in December 1996 Dollars 
= PPRC Laa behind 1971-72 in December 1994 Dollars 
= PRC - PPRC (Difference between U, I and Peer 1 an) 
= DPRC in December 1996 Dollars • 
All figures are in thousands of dollars. 
Column total discrepancies due to rounding rror. 
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Table 5 
FSBC 08-01-97 
UNM and Peer Group Mean Compensation: Associate Professors 
YEAR 
71-72 
72-73 
73-74 
74-75 
75-76 
76-77 
77-78 
78-79 
79-80 
80-81 
81-82 
82-83 
83-84 
84-85 
85-86 
86-87 
87-88 
88-89 
89-90 
90-91 
91-92 
92-93 
93-94 
94-95 
95-96 
96-97 
UNM MEAN 
(1) (2) 
AOC IAOC 
15. 70 
16.30 
16.90 
17.70 
19.20 
20.20 
21.50 
23.10 
24.60 
27.10 
29.60 
32.10 
32.40 
35.00 
35.60 
36.90 
37.50 
40.60 
43.20 
45.80 
48.40 
49.50 
52.10 
56.10 
57.40 
58.80 
60.58 
60.83 
58.02 
54.09 
54.87 
55.05 
54.91 
54.12 
50.87 
49.80 
49.94 
52.16 
50.73 
52.72 
51. 66 
52.96 
51.54 
53.44 
54.33 
54.29 
55.67 
55.33 
56.67 
59.44 
59.31 
58.80 
(3) 
LAOC 
.00 
.25 
-2.56 
-6.49 
-5.71 
-5.53 
-5.67 
-6.46 
-9.71 
-10.78 
-10.64 
-8.42 
-9.85 
-7.86 
-8.92 
-7.62 
-9.04 
-7.14 
-6.25 
-6.29 
-4.91 
-5.25 
-3.91 
-1.14 
-1. 27 
-1. 78 
25 Year Income Loss -152.98 
13 Year Income Loss -71.40 
PEER GROUP MEAN 
(4) (5) (6) 
PAOC IPAOC LPAOC 
15.70 
16.50 
17.50 
18.60 
20.10 
21. 20 
22.70 
24.20 
26.00 
28.40 
31. 20 
33.40 
34.70 
36.50 
39.00 
40.90 
43.50 
46.20 
49.50 
52.20 
54.10 
55.50 
58.00 
59.80 
61. 70 
63 .-10 
KEY 
60.58 
61. 57 
60.08 
56.84 
57.44 
57. 77 
57.97 
56.69 
53.76 
52.19 
52.64 
54.27 
54.33 
54.98 
56.59 
58.70 
59.78 
60.81 
62.26 
61. 88 
62.22 
62.03 
63.09 
63.36 
63.75 
63.10 
.00 
.99 
-.so 
-3.74 
-3.14 
-2.81 
-2.61 
-3.89 
-6.82 
-8.39 
-7.94 
-6.31 
-6.25 
-5.60 
-3.99 
-1. 88 
-.80 
.23 
1. 68 
1. 30 
1.64 
1.45 
2.51 
2.78 
3.17 
2.52 
-46. 39 
[gain] +5.00 
UNM - PEER 
(7) (8) 
DAOC IDAOC 
.00 
-.20 
-.60 
-.90 
-.90 
-1.00 
-1.20 
-1. 10 
-1.40 
-1.30 
-1.60 
-1. 30 
-2.30 
-1. 50 
-3.40 
-4.00 
-6.00 
-5.60 
-6.30 
-6.40 
-5.70 
-6.00 
-5.90 
-3.70 
-4.30 
-4.30 
.00 
-.75 
-2.06 
- 2.75 
-2.57 
- 2.73 
-3.06 
-2.58 
-2.89 
- 2 .39 
-2.70 
-2.11 
-3.60 
-2.26 
-4.93 
- 5.74 
-8.25 
-7.37 
-7.92 
-7.59 
-6.56 
- 6 .71 
-6.42 
-3.92 
-4.44 
-4.30 
-106.60 
-76.40 
(1) AOC= Associate Professor Compensation, UNM Mean 
(2) IAOC = AOC in December 1996 Dollars 
(3) LAOC = AOC Lag behind 1971-72 in December 1996 Dollars 
(4) PAOC = Associate Professor Compensation, Peer Mean 
(5) IPAOC = PAOC Lag behind 1971-72 in December 1996 Dollars 
(6) LPAOC = PAOC Lag behind 1971-72 in December 1994 Dollars 
(7) DAOC = AOC - PAOC (Difference between UNM and Peer Mean) 
(8) IDAOC = DAOC in December 1996 Dollars 
All figures are in thousands of dollars: 
Column total discrepancies due to rounding errors. 
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Table 6 
FSBC 08 - 01 - 97 
UNM and Peer Group Mean Compensation: Assistant Professors 
YEAR 
71-72 
72-73 
73 - 74 
74-75 
75-76 
76 - 77 
77 - 78 
78 - 79 
79 - 80 
80 - 81 
81 - 82 
82 - 83 
83 - 84 
84 - 85 
85 - 86 
86 - 87 
87 - 88 
88 - 89 
89 - 90 
90 - 91 
91 - 92 
92 - 93 
93 - 94 
94 - 95 
95 - 96 
96 - 97 
UNM MEAN 
(1) (2) 
ASC IASC 
13 . 10 
13.60 
14.00 
15 .10 
16.20 
17.10 
18.10 
19 . 10 
20.00 
22 . 10 
24 . 00 
26 . 40 
27.60 
29.10 
30.00 
31. 80 
32.80 
36.60 
39.40 
42.40 
43.70 
44.40 
45.90 
48 . 30 
48.40 
49.40 
50.55 
50.75 
48 . 06 
46.14 
46.29 
46.60 
46.23 
44. 75 
41.36 
40.61 
40.49 
42.90 
43.21 
43 . 83 
43.53 
45.64 
45.08 
48.17 
49.55 
50 . 26 
50.26 
49 . 63 
49 . 93 
51. 17 
50 . 01 
49.40 
(3) 
LASC 
.00 
.20 
-2.49 
-4.41 
- 4 . 26 
- 3.95 
- 4.32 
- 5.80 
- 9.19 
- 9.94 
-10 . 06 
- 7 . 65 
- 7.34 
-6.72 
- 7.02 
- 4.91 
- 5.47 
- 2.38 
- 1.00 
- . 29 
- .29 
-. 92 
- .62 
. 62 
- .54 
- 1 . 15 
25 Year Income Loss - 99.89 
13 Year Income Loss - 30 . 69 
PEER GROUP MEAN 
(4) (5) (6) 
PASC IPASC LPASC 
13 . 20 
13.80 
14 . 60 
15 . 40 
16.50 
17.30 
18 . 40 
19 . 70 
21. 00 
23 . 10 
25.50 
27 . 50 
30.10 
31. 00 
33 . 50 
35 . 30 
37 . 50 
39.90 
42 . 80 
45 . 00 
46 . 80 
48 . 30 
50 . 30 
51. 70 
53 . 00 
54 . 20 
KEY 
50. 94 
51. 50 
50 . 12 
47 . 06 
47.15 
47.14 
46.99 
46.15 
43 .42 
42 . 45 
43.02 
44 . 69 
47 . 13 
46 . 69 
48 . 61 
50 . 67 
51.54 
52 .5 2 
53 . 83 
53 . 34 
53.83 
53 . 98 
54 . 72 
54.77 
54 . 76 
54.20 
.00 
. 56 
-. 82 
- 3.88 
- 3 . 79 
- 3 . 80 
- 3.95 
- 4 . 79 
-7. 52 
- 8 . 49 
-7. 92 
- 6 . 25 
- 3.81 
- 4 . 25 
- 2.33 
- .27 
.60 
1.58 
2 . 89 
2 .40 
2.89 
3 . (, '+ 
3.78 
3 . 83 
3.82 
3 . 26 
- 33.21 
[gain] +21.23 
UNM - PEER 
(7) (8) 
DASC IDASC 
- .10 -. 39 
-. 20 -. 75 
-. 60 - 2 . 06 
-. 30 -. 92 
-. 30 -. 86 
-. 20 -. 55 
-. 30 - . 77 
- .60 - 1. 41 
- 1.00 -2 . 07 
- 1.00 - 1.84 
- 1.50 - 2.53 
-1. 10 -1 . 79 
- 2 . 50 - 3 . 91 
- 1. 90 - 2.86 
- 3 . 50 - 5 . 08 
- 3 . 50 - 5.02 
- 4. 70 - 6 . 46 
- 3 . 30 - 4.34 
- 3 . 40 - 4.28 
- 2 . 60 - 3 . 08 
- 3 . 10 - 3 . 57 
- 3.90 - 4 . 36 
- 4.40 - 4.79 
- 3 . 40 - 3 . 60 
- 4.60 - 4 . 75 
- 4.80 - 4.80 
- 76 . 43 
- 56 . 99 
(1) ASC = Assistant Professor Compensation, UNM Mean 
(2) IASC = ASC in December 1996 Dollars 
(3) LASC = ASC Lag behind 1971 - 72 in December 1996 Dollars 
(4) PASC = Assistant Professor Compensation, Peer Mean 
(5) IPASC = PASC Lag behind 1971 - 72 in December 1996 Dollars 
(6) LPASC = PASC Lag behind 1971 - 72 in December 1994 Dollars 
(7) DASC = ASC - PASC (Difference between UNM and Peer Mean) 
(8) IDASC = DASC in December 1996 Dollars 
All figures are in thousands of doll ars. 
Column total discrepancies du e to rounding errors . 
.. 
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Table 7 
New Mexico and Mean peer Per Capita Income 
NEW MEXICO PEER STATE MEAN NM - PEER MEAN 
(1) (2) (3) 
LPCI 
(4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
YEAR PCI IPCI PPCI IPPCI LPPCI DPCI IDPCI 
71-72 
72-73 
73-74 
74-75 
75-76 
76-77 
77-78 
78-79 
79-80 
80-81 
81-82 
82-83 
83-84 
84-85 
85-86 
86-87 
87-88 
88-89 
89-90 
90-91 
91-92 
92-93 
93-94 
94-95 
95-96 
96-97 
3298 
3564 
3853 
4137 
4775 
5323 
5857 
6574 
7560 
7841 
8529 
9190 
9640 
10262 
10914 
11422 
11875 
12488 
13140 
14265 
14644 
15693 
16485 
17079 
18158 
18770 
12726.59 .00 
13300.01 573.42 
13226.97 500.38 
12642.16 -84.43 
13645.32 918.73 
14505.63 1779.04 
14958.46 2231.87 
15400.83 2674.24 
15632.54 2905.95 
14410.00 1683.41 
14390.42 1663.83 
14933.75 2207.16 
15092.83 2366.24 
15456.35 2729.76 
15836.78 3110.19 
16393.93 3667.34 
16320.41 3593.82 
16436.49 3709.90 
16526.60 3800.01 
16909.04 4182.45 
16842. 19 4115. 60 
17539.89 4813.30 
17932.24 5205.65 
18094.38 5367.79 
18761.30 6034.71 
18770.00 6043.41 
3725 
4058 
4638 
4974 
5478 
5894 
6527 
7471 
8300 
8941 
9759 
10272 
10771 
11746 
12555 
13093 
13792 
14566 
15421 
16707 
17047 
18455 
19068 
19912 
21516 
21934 
KEY 
14374.33 .00 -427.00 
15143.50 769.17 - 494.00 
15921.79 1547.46 -785.00 
15199.93 825.60 -837.00 
15654.25 1279.92 -703.00 
16061.66 1687.33 -571.00 
16669.60 2295.27 -670.00 
17502.22 3127.89 -897.00 
17162.71 2788 .38 -740.00 
16431.55 2057 . 22 -1100.0 
16465.72 2091.39 -1230.0 
16692.00 2317.67 -1082.0 
16863.58 2489.25 -1131.0 
17691.51 3317.18 -1484.0 
18217.96 3843.63 -1641. 0 
18792.31 4417.98 -1671.0 
18955.04 4580.71 -1917. 0 
19171.52 4797.19 - 2078.0 
19395.48 5021.15 - 2281.0 
19803.66 5429.33 - 2442.0 
19605.90 5231.57 - 2403 . 0 
20626.94 6252 .61 -2762.0 
20742.01 6367.68 -2583.0 
21095.81 6721.48 - 2833.0 
22230.86 7856.53 - 3358 . 0 
21934.00 7559.67 -3164.0 
-1647.74 
-1843.49 
-2694.83 
-2557. 77 
-2008.93 
-1556.02 
-1711.14 
-2101.39 
-1530 .1 7 
- 2021.55 
-2075.30 
-1758.25 
-1770.75 
-2235.16 
-2381.18 
-2398.38 
-2634.63 
-2735.03 
-2868.89 
-2894.63 
-2763.71 
-3087.06 
-2809.77 
- 3001.43 
-3469.57 
-3164.00 
(1) PCI = Per Capita Income: New Mexico 
(2) IPCI = PCI in December 1996 Dollars 
(3) LPCI = Lag of IPCI behind 1971-72 IPCI in December 1996 Dollars 
(4) PPCI = Per Capita Income: Mean of 16 Peer Group States 
(5) IPPCI = PPCI in December 1996 Dollars 
(6) LPPCI = La~ of IPPCI behind 1971-72 IPPCI in Decemqer 1993 Dollars 
(7) DPCI = PCI - PPCI (Difference between NM and Peer mean) 
(8) IDPCI = IDPCI = DPCI in December 1996 Dollars 
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Table 8 
New Mexico and Mean Peer Per Capita Total Tax Revenues 
NEW MEXICO 
(1) (2) 
PCT IPCT 
PEER STATE MEAN NM - PEER MEA 
(3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
YEAR LPCT PPCT IPPCT LPPCT DPCT ID PCT 
71-72 
72-73 
73-74 
74-75 
75-76 
76-77 
77-78 
78-79 
79-80 
80-81 
31-82 
82-83 
83-84 
84-85 
85-86 
86-87 
87-88 
88-89 
89-90 
90-91 
91-92 
92-93 
93-94 
94-95 
95-96 
96-97 
335 
350 
390 
453 
492 
502 
628 
681 
712 
905 
941 
833 
967 
993 
989 
1049 
1190 
1237 
1329 
1347 
1446 
1794 
1826 
1688 
1787 
1787 
1292.73 
1306.12 
1338.83 
1384.31 
1405.97 
1367.99 
1603.88 
1595.37 
1472.27 
1663.19 
1587.69 
1353.62 
1513.98 
1495.63 
1435.09 
1505.62 
1635.48 
1628.12 
1671.53 
1596.67 
1663.06 
2005.13 
1986.31 
1788.36 
1846.37 
1787.00 
.00 
13 . 39 
46.10 
91. 58 
113 . 24 
75.26 
311.15 
302.64 
179.54 
370.46 
294.96 
60.89 
221 . 25 
202.90 
142.36 
212.89 
342.75 
335.39 
378.80 
303 .94 
370.33 
712.40 
693.58 
495.63 
553.64 
494.27 
252 972 . 44 
282 1052 . 36 
317 1088 . 23 
337 1029.83 
373 1065.91 
418 1139. 09 
467 1192.69 
515 1206.48 
540 1116.61 
582 1069.59 
634 10 69.71 
650 1056.25 
721 1128.83 
781 1176.32 
813 1179.71 
866 1242.96 
935 1285.02 
991 1304. 34 
1063 1336 .97 
1117 1324.04 
1173 1349.08 
1278 1428.41 
1312 1427.18 
1392 1474.76 
1430 1477 .51 
1430 1430.00 
KEY 
.00 
79.92 
115. 79 
57 . 39 
93 . 47 
166.65 
220.25 
234 . 04 
144.17 
97 . 15 
97.27 
83 . 81 
156.39 
203 . 88 
207.27 
270 .52 
312 . 58 
331.90 
364 .5 3 
351. 60 
376.64 
455 . 97 
454. 74 
502 . 32 
505 . 07 
457.56 
83.00 
68 . 00 
73 . 00 
116 . 00 
119 . 00 
84 . 00 
161.00 
166.00 
172.00 
323.00 
307 . 00 
183 . 00 
246 . 00 
212 . 00 
176 . 00 
183.00 
255.00 
246 . 00 
266 . 00 
230 . 00 
273.00 
516.00 
514 .00 
296.00 
357.00 
357 .00 
320.29 
253.76 
250.60 
354.48 
340.06 
228.91 
411. 19 
388.89 
355.66 
593.60 
517.98 
297 . 38 
385.15 
319.31 
255 . 39 
262.66 
350.46 
323.78 
334.56 
272.63 
313 . 98 
576.73 
559.12 
313.60 
368.86 
357.00 
(1) PCT= Per Capita Total Tax Revenues: ew Mexico 
(2) IPCT = PCT in December 1996 Dollars 
(3) LPCT = Lag of IPCT behind 1971-72 IPCT in December 1996 Dollars 
(4) PPCT = Per Capita INcome: Mean of 16 Peer Group States 
(5) IPPCT = PPCT in December 1996 Dollars 
(6) LPPCT = Lag of IPPCT behind 1971-72 IPPCT in December 1996 Dollars 
(7) DPCT = PCT - PPCT (Difference between Mand peer mean) 
(8) IDPCT = DPCT in Decbmber 1996 Dollars 
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Table 9 
New Mexico and Mean Peer Per Capita Expenditures on Higher Educaiton 
YEAR 
71-72 
72-73 
73-74 
74-75 
75-76 
76-77 
77-78 
78-79 
79-80 
80-81 
81-82 
82-83 
83-84 
84-85 
85-86 
86-87 
87-88 
88-89 
89-90 
90-91 
91-92 
92-93 
93-94 
94-95 
95-96 
96-97 
NEW MEXICO 
(1) (2) 
PCH IPCH 
111 
122 
136 
126 
143 
157 
178 
204 
198 
265 
258 
262 
298 
322 
372 
282 
310 
370 
404 
408 
443 
455 
449 
501 
501 
501 
428.34 
455.28 
466.87 
385.04 
408.65 
427.84 
454.60 
477.91 
409.42 
487.01 
435.31 
425.75 
466.56 
484.99 
539.79 
404.75 
426.05 
486.99 
508.12 
483.62 
509.50 
508.55 
488.42 
530.79 
517.65 
501.00 
(3) 
LPCH 
.00 
26.94 
38 .53 
-43.30 
-19.69 
-.50 
26.26 
49 .57 
-18.92 
58.67 
6.97 
-2.59 
38.22 
56.65 
111. 45 
-23.59 
-2.29 
58.65 
79.78 
55.28 
81.16 
80 . 21 
60.08 
102.45 
89.31 
72 .66 
PEER STATE MEAN 
(4) (5) (6) 
PPCH IPPCH LPPCH 
78 
82 
90 
106 
117 
127 
135 
148 
158 
176 
188 
189 
211 
230 
246 
261 
262 
279 
325 
325 
345 
349 
352 
385 
385 
385 
KEY 
300.99 
306.00 
308.96 
323.92 
334.35 
346.09 
344.78 
346.72 
326.71 
323.45 
317.20 
307.12 
330.35 
346.42 
356 . 96 
374.61 
360.08 
367.21 
408.76 
385.24 
396.79 
390.07 
382.90 
407.89 
397.79 
385.00 
.00 
5.01 
7.97 
22. 93 
33.36 
45.10 
43.79 
45.73 
25. 72 
22.46 
16.21 
6.13 
29.36 
45.43 
55.97 
73.62 
59. 09 
66 . 22 
107. 77 
24. 25 
95.80 
89.08 
81. 91 
106.90 
96.80 
84.01 
NM - PEER MEAN 
(7) (8) 
DPCH IDPCH 
33.00 
40.00 
46.00 
20.00 
26.00 
30.00 
43.00 
56.00 
40 . 00 
89.00 
70.00 
73.00 
87.00 
92.00 
126 . 00 
21. 00 
48.00 
91. 00 
79.00 
83 . 00 
98.00 
106.00 
97.00 
116. 00 
116. 00 
116. 00 
127.34 
149.27 
157.91 
61.12 
74.30 
81. 75 
109.82 
131.19 
82. 71 
163.56 
118 .11 
118. 63 
136.21 
138 .57 
182.83 
30.14 
65.97 
119. 77 
99.36 
98.38 
112. 71 
118.47 
105.52 
122.90 
119. 85 
116. 00 
(1) PCH = Per Capita Expenditures on Higher Educaiton: New Mexico 
(2) IPCH = PCH in December 1996 Dollars 
(3) LPCH = Lag of IPCH behind 1971-72 IPCH in December 1996 Dollars 
(4) PPCH = Per Capita Expenditures on Higher Education: Peer Mean 
(5) IPPCH = PPCH in December 1996 Dollars 
(6) LPPCH = Lag of IPPCH behind 1971-72 IPPCH in December 1996 Dollars 
(7) DPCH = PCH - PPCH (Difference between NM and peer mean) 
(8) IDPCH = DPCH in December 1996 dollars 
18 
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Table 10 
New Mexico and Mean Peer Per Capita Appropriat ion to Flag Unviersity 
NEW MEXICO PEER STATE MEAN NM - PEER MEAN 
( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
YEAR PCU IPCU LPCU PPCU IPPCU LPPCU DPCU IDPCU 
71-72 16.97 65.49 .00 10.17 39 . 24 .00 6.80 26.24 
72-73 18.94 70.68 5.19 10.39 38 . 77 -.47 8 .55 31. 91 
73-74 19.57 67.18 1. 69 11. 67 40 . 06 .82 7.90 27.12 
74-75 20.95 64.02 -1. 47 13.44 41. 07 l. 83 7 .51 22.95 
75-76 23.79 67.98 2.49 14.74 42.12 2.88 9.05 25 . 86 
76-77 25.46 69.38 3.89 16.26 44.31 5.07 9.20 25 . 07 
77-78 29.91 76.39 10.90 17.66 45.10 5.86 12.25 31. 29 
78-79 33.47 78.41 12.92 19.58 45.87 6.63 13.89 32.54 
79-80 34.67 71.69 6.20 21.10 43.63 4.39 13.57 28 . 06 
80-81 37.15 68.27 2.78 22.64 41. 61 2.37 14.51 26.67 
81-82 39.96 67.42 l. 93 24.09 40.65 l. 41 15.8 7 26 . 78 
82-83 46.48 75.53 10.04 25.62 41. 63 2.39 20.86 33 . 90 
83-84 46.23 72.38 6.89 25.83 40.44 l. 20 20.40 31. 94 
84-85 47.97 72.25 6.76 28.40 42 .78 3.54 19.57 29 . 48 
85-86 48.12 69.82 4.33 29.92 43.42 4 .18 18.20 26 . 41 
86-87 48.47 69.57 4. 08 29.90 42.92 3.68 18.57 26.65 
87-88 49.95 68.65 3.16 31. 63 43.47 4.23 18.32 25.18 
88-89 52.92 69.65 4.16 33.32 43.86 4.62 19.60 25 . 80 
89-90 57.18 71. 92 6.43 37.76 47.49 8.25 19.42 24 . 43 
90-91 62.62 74.23 8.74 39.20 46.47 7.23 23.42 27 .7 6 
91-92 63.85 73.43 7.94 38.64 44 .44 5.20 25.21 28.99 
92-93 63.75 71. 25 5.76 39.34 43.97 4.73 24.41 27 . 28 
93-94 66.42 72.25 6.76 39.13 42.57 3.33 27.29 29 . 69 
94-95 70.71 74.91 9.42 39.89 42.26 3 .02 30.82 32.65 
95-96 71.42 73.79 8.30 40.65 42.00 2. 76 30. 77 31. 79 
96-97 73.85 73.85 8.36 42.28 42 . 28 3.04 31.57 31. 57 
KEY 
(1) PCU = Per Capita Appropriation to Flagship University : 
New Mexico 
(2) IPCU = PCU in December 1996 Dollars 
(3) LPCU = Lag of IPCU behind 1971-72 IPCU in December 1994 
Dollars 
(4) PPCU = Per Capita Appropriation to Flagship University : 
Peer l1ean 
(5) IPPCU = PPCU in December 1996 Dollars 
(6) LPPCU = Laa of IPPCU behind 1971-72 IPPCU in December 1996 
Dollars 
0 and peer mean) (7) DPCU = PCU - PPCU (Difference between NM 
(8) IDPCU = DPCU in December 1996 Dollars 
' 
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Table 11 
Cost of Raising UNM Compensation to Peer Mean (No Reduction in Faculty ) 
Full Prof . Assoc Prof As st. Prof Cost to Raise Comp to Peer l1 
( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 
YEAR IDPRC NPR IDAOC NAO IDASC NAS CPMU SFT CPMPS 
71-72 -1. 16 186 .00 172 -. 39 209 -29 5976 16732 - 17.69 
72-73 -.75 194 -.75 20 0 -. 75 225 - 461992 16891 - 27 . 35 
73-74 -2. 06 203 -2.0 6 197 -2. 06 197 -1 229665 17112 - 71. 86 
74-75 -2.75 217 - 2.75 196 -. 92 193 -1 312805 17412 -75 . 40 
75-76 -2.00 231 -2.57 214 -.8 6 197 -11 81356 18003 - 65 . 62 
76-77 -1.64 237 -2.73 214 -.55 225 -1093304 17647 - 61. 95 
77-78 -1. 79 246 -3.06 213 - . 77 206 -125041 2 17573 -71. 16 
78-79 -2.34 250 -2.5 8 231 -1. 41 213 -1480 345 16723 - 88.52 
79-80 -2.89 261 -2.89 227 - 2 . 07 201 -1 828346 17044 - 107.27 
80-81 -2.39 269 -2.39 218 -1.84 212 -155 3104 17342 - 89 . 56 
81-82 -3.54 269 -2.70 239 -2.53 201 -2107018 17447 -120 . 77 
82-83 -2.92 266 -2 .11 225 -1. 79 207 -1623375 17853 -9 0.93 
83-84 -4.07 276 -3.60 223 -3.91 200 -270 9351 17572 -154 . 19 
84-85 -3.77 277 -2.26 212 -2.86 218 -2145 844 17643 - 121. 63 
85-86 -6.53 284 -4.93 224 -5.0 8 218 -4066719 18013 - 225 . 77 
86-87 -8.04 292 -5.74 237 -5.02 209 -4757569 18051 - 263 .56 
87-88 -11.13 290 -8.25 245 -6.46 202 - 6553451 18429 - 355.61 
88-89 -10.79 301 -7.37 262 -4.34 208 -60 83133 18527 - 328 . 34 
89-90 -11.57 304 -7.92 251 -4.28 216 -6430155 18843 - 341. 25 
90-91 -9.96 307 -7.59 246 -3.08 213 -5579448 19047 - 292.93 
91 -92 -9.78 315 -6.56 253 -3.57 206 -5472448 19199 -285.04 
92-93 -10.17 321 -6.71 264 -4.36 190 -5863506 19308 - 303 . 68 
93-94 -10.01 314 -6.42 268 -4.79 195 -5795753 19372 - 299. ,q 
94-95 -7.52 320 -3.92 271 -3 .60 186 - 4139386 18625 -222 . :.5 
95-96 -8.06 324 -4.44 271 -4. 75 188 -4708715 18436 - 255.41 
96-97 -8.50 319 -4.30 264 -4.80 193 -4773100 18436 - 258 . 90 
KEY 
(1) IDPRC = UNM - Peer Mean Full Prof Compensation (Dec 19 96 Dollars) 
(2) NPR = Number of Full Professors at UNM 
(3) IDAOC = UNM - Peer Mean Assoc Prof Compensation (Dec 1996 Dollars ) 
(4) NAO = Number of Associate Professors at UNM 
(5) IDASC = UNM - Peer Mean Ass t Prof Compensation (Dec 1996 Dollars) 
(6) NAS = Number of Assistant Professors at UNM 
(7) CPMU = Cost to raise UNM Compensation to Peer Mean (3 ranks)= t'(IDPRC x NPR) + (IDAOC x NAO)+ (IDASC X NAS)) x 1000 
(8) SFT = Student Full Time Equivalents (annual) 
(9) CPMPS = Cost to raise UNM Comp to Peer Hean per student 
FTE = 
CPMU/SFT 
C 
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Table 12 
UNM and Mean Peer Tuition and Fee Rate: Gap at UNM 
UNM PEER MEAN UNM - PEER TUITION & FEEGAP 
( 1) (2) (3) . (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 
YEAR TAF ITAF LTAF PTAF IPTAF LPTAF DTAF IDTAF CPMPS BIDTAF 
71-72 453 1748 0 464 1791 0 - 11 - 42 - 17.69 24 . 76 
72-73 456 1702 - 46 485 1810 19 - 29 - 108 - 27 . 35 80.87 
73-74 456 1565 - 183 506 1737 - 54 - 50 - 172 - 71. 86 99.79 
74-75 456 1393 - 355 518 1583 - 208 - 62 - 189 - 75 . 40 114. 07 
75 - 76 456 1303 -445 552 1577 - 214 - 96 - 274 - 65.62 208 . 72 
76-77 520 1417 - 331 585 1594 - 197 - 65 - 177 - 61.95 115. 18 
77 - 78 520 1328 - 420 624 1594 - 197 - 104 - 266 - 71. 16 194.46 
78 - 79 520 1218 - 530 666 1560 - 231 - 146 - 342 - 88.52 253.51 
79 - 80 624 1290 - 458 697 1441 - 350 - 73 - 15 1 - 107 . 27 43.68 
80 - 81 666 1224 - 524 774 1422 - 369 - 108 - 198 - 89 . 56 108.92 
81 - 82 720 1215 - 533 919 1551 - 240 - 199 - 336 - 120 . 77 214.99 
82 - 83 768 1248 - 500 992 1612 - 179 - 224 - 364 - 90 . 93 273.07 
83 - 84 774 1212 - 536 1066 1669 - 122 - 292 - 457 - 154 . 19 302 . 98 
84-85 816 1229 - 519 1173 176 7 - 24 - 357 - 538 - 121.63 416 . 08 
85 - 86 888 1289 - 459 1303 1891 100 - 415 - 602 - 225 . 77 376.42 
86 - 87 1020 1464 - 284 1424 2044 253 - 404 - 580 - 263 . 56 316.30 
87 - 88 1152 1583 - 165 1511 2077 286 - 359 - 493 - 355 . 61 137.79 
88 - 89 1272 1674 - 74 1741 229 1 500 - 469 - 617 - 328 . 34 288 . 95 
89 - 90 1372 1726 - 22 1994 2508 717 - 622 - 782 - 341. 25 441.06 
90 - 91 1453 1722 - 26 2130 2525 734 · 677 - 802 - 292 . 93 509 . 55 
91 - 92 1554 1787 39 2209 2541 750 - 655 - 753 - 285 . 04 468 . 28 
92 - 93 1656 1851 103 2235 2498 707 - 579 - 647 - 303 . 68 343 . 46 
93 - 94 1788 1945 197 2427 2640 849 - 639 - 695 - 299.18 395 . 92 
94 - 95 1884 1996 248 2586 2740 949 - 702 - 744 - 222 . 25 521. 49 
95 - 96 1997 2063 315 2719 2809 1018 - 722 -746 - 255 .41 
490.58 
96 - 97 2071 2071 323 2882 2882 1091 - 811 - 811 - 258 . 90 
552 . 10 
KEY 
( 1) TAF = UNM Tuition & Fee rate (resident, full time, undergraduate 
(2) ITAF = lTAF in December 1996 Dollars 
(3) LTAF = Lag of ITAF behind 1971- 72 ITAF in December 1996 Dollars 
(4) PTAF = Peer Mean T&F rate: resident, full time, undergradaute 
(5) IPTAF = PTAF in December 1996 Dollars 
(6) LPTAF = Lat of IPTAF behind 1971 - 72 IPTAF in December 1996 
Dollars 
(7) DTAF = TAF - PTAF (Difference between UNM and peer mean) 
(8) IDTAF = DTAF in December 1994 Dollars 
(9) CPMPS = Cos of Raising UNM Comp to Peer Mean per Student FTE 
(10) BIDTAF= Balance if IDTAF applied to CPMPS= - (IDTAF - CPMPS) 
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Table 13 
UNM Per Student Revenues: 
State Appropriations, Tuition and Fees, and Combined Income 
STATE APPROPRIAT TUITION & FEES COMBINED INCOME 
( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 
YEAR SAPS ISAPS LSAPS TFPS ITFPS LTFPS INPS IINPS LINPS 
71-72 1294 4993 0 371 1432 0 1665 6425 0 
72-73 1157 4318 - 675 375 1399 - 33 1532 5717 - 708 
73 - 74 1206 4140 - 853 371 1274 - 158 1577 5414 - 1011 
74-75 1294 3954 -1039 360 1100 - 332 1654 5054 - 1371 
75-76 1451 4146 - 847 360 1029 - 403 1811 5175 - 1250 
76 - 77 1777 4842 - 151 415 1131 - 301 2192 5973 - 452 
77 - 78 2068 5282 289 406 1037 - 395 2474 6318 - 107 
78 - 79 2466 5777 784 463 1085 - 347 2929 6862 437 
79 - 80 2604 5385 392 508 1050 - 382 3112 6435 10 
80 - 81 2841 5221 228 565 1038 - 394 3406 6259 - 166 
81 - 82 3106 5241 248 599 1011 - 421 3705 6251 -1 74 
82 - 83 3112 5057 64 622 1011 - 421 3734 6068 - 357 
83 - 84 3300 5167 174 640 1002 - 430 3940 6169 - 256 
84-85 3802 5726 733 697 1050 - 382 4499 6776 351 
85 - 86 3810 5529 536 754 1094 - 338 4564 6623 198 
86 - 87 3953 5674 681 841 1207 - 225 4794 6881 456 
87 - 88 3945 5422 429 1004 1380 - 52 4949 6802 377 
88-89 4224 5560 567 1168 1537 105 5392 7097 672 
89 - 90 4432 5574 581 1299 1634 202 573 1 7208 783 
90 - 91 4843 5741 748 1396 1655 223 6239 7395 970 
91 - 92 4991 5740 747 1534 1764 332 6525 7504 1079 
92 - 93 5068 5664 671 1706 1907 475 6774 7571 1146 
93 - 94 5396 5870 877 1927 2096 664 7323 7966 1541 
94- 95 5912 6263 1270 1993 2111 679 7905 837 5 1950 
95 - 96 6063 6264 1271 2126 2197 765 8189 8461 2036 
96 - 97 6431 6431 1438 2238 2238 806 8669 8669 2244 
KEY 
(1) SAPS = State Appropriation per Student FTE 
(2) ISAPS = SAPS in December 1996 Dollars 
(3) LSAP = Lao of SAPS behind 1971 - 72 ISAPS in December 1996 Dollars 0 
(4) TFPS = Tuition & Fee Revenues per Student FTE 
(5) ITFPS = TFPS in December 1996 Dollars 
(6) LTFPS = Lao of ITFPS behind 1971 - 72 ITFPS in December 
1996 Dollars 
0 SAPS+ TFPS (7) INPS = Combined INcome per Student FTE = 
(8) IINPS = INPS in December 1996 Dollars 
(9) LINPS = Lag of IINPS behind 1971 - 72 IEIPS in tlecember 
1996 Dollars 
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YEAR 
71-72 
72-73 
73-74 
74-75 
75 - 76 
76 - 77 
77 - 78 
78 - 79 
79-80 
80 - 81 
81 - 82 
82 - 83 
83 - 84 
84- 85 
85 - 86 
86 - 87 
87 - 88 
88 - 89 
89 - 90 
90-91 
91-92 
92-93 
93-94 
94-95 
95 - 96 
96 - 97 
Table 14 
UNM Per Student Expenditures: 
Instruction and Tenure Track Faculty Compensation Share 
EXPENDS ON INSTRUCTION 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
EIPS IEIPS LEIPS REIIN 
1091 
900 
1004 
1114 
1224 
1384 
1509 
1733 
1822 
2053 
2212 
2333 
2396 
2703 
2803 
2913 
3041 
3282 
3552 
3749 
4032 
4107 
4391 
4493 
4702 
5148 
4210 
3359 
3447 
3404 
3498 
3772 
3854 
4060 
3768 
3773 
3732 
3791 
3751 
4071 
4067 
4181 
4179 
4320 
4467 
4444 
4637 
4590 
4776 
4760 
4858 
5148 
0 
-851 
- 763 
-806 
- 712 
- 438 
- 356 
-150 
-442 
-437 
- 478 
- 419 
- 459 
-139 
- 143 
-29 
- 31 
110 
257 
234 
427 
380 
566 
550 
648 
938 
.655 
.587 
.E37 
.674 
.676 
.631 
.610 
.592 
. 585 
.603 
.597 
.625 
.608 
. 601 
.614 
.608 
.614 
.609 
.620 
.601 
. 618 
. 606 
.600 
.568 
.574 
.594 
TENURE TRACK COMPENSATION 
(5) (6) (7) (8) 
ECPS IECPSLECPS RECEI 
551 
619 
618 
656 
730 
827 
875 
1020 
1066 
1169 
1286 
1344 
1385 
1509 
1555 
1649 
1650 
1857 
1948 
2062 
2162 
2209 
2306 
- 2572 
2673 
2704 
KEY 
2125 
2309 
2121 
2004 
2086 
2253 
2234 
2389 
2204 
2149 
2170 
2184 
2168 
2272 
2256 
2366 
2267 
2445 
2450 
2444 
2486 
2469 
2509 
2725 
2762 
2704 
0 
184 
- 4 
- 121 
- 39 
128 
109 
264 
79 
24 
45 
59 
43 
147 
131 
241 
142 
320 
325 
319 
361 
344 
384 
600 
637 
579 
.505 
. 688 
.615 
.589 
.597 
.597 
.580 
.588 
. 585 
.570 
.582 
.576 
. 578 
.558 
.555 
.566 
.542 
.5 66 
. 549 
. 550 
.536 
.538 
.5 25 
.572 
.568 
.525 
(1) EIPS = Expenditures on Instruction per Student FTE 
(2) IEIPS = EIPS in December 1996 Dollars 
(3) LEIPS = Lag of IEIPS behind 1971- 72 IEIPS in December 1996 Dollars 
(4) REIIN = Per Student Expenditures on Instruction Share of 
Combined Per Student Income = EIPS/INPS (See Table 13) 
(5) ECPS = Expenditures on Compensation for Tenure Track Faculty 
per Student FTE =(((NPR x PRC)+(NAO x AOC)+(NAS x ASC)) 
x 1000)/SFT) 
(6) IECPS = ECPS in December 1996 Dollars 
(7) LECPS = Lag of IECPS behind 1971 - 72 IECPS in December 1996_Dollars 
(8) RECEI = Per Student Expenditures on Tenure Track Compensation 
Share of Per Student Expenditures on Instruction= 
ECPS/EIPS. 
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Table 15 
UNM and Peer Faculty Size by Faculty Rank 
FULL ASSOCIATE ASSISTANT ALL RA 1KS 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) 
YEAR NPR PNPR RNPR NAO PNAO RNAO NAS PNAS RNAS NTF P TF RNTF 
---
--- --- ---
71-72 186 335 .555 172 257 .669 209 292 .716 567 884 .641 
72 - 73 194 344 .564 200 272 . 735 225 288 .781 619 904 .685 
73-74 203 350 .580 197 280 . 704 197 287 .686 597 917 .651 
74-75 217 354 .613 196 283 .693 193 277 .697 606 914 . 663 
75 - 76 231 375 .616 214 291 .735 197 291 .677 642 957 . 671 
76 - 77 237 381 .622 214 284 .754 225 278 .809 676 943 .717 
77-78 246 394 . 624 213 294 .724 206 282 .730 665 970 .686 
78-79 250 418 .598 231 301 .767 213 276 . 772 694 995 .6 97 
79 - 80 261 396 .659 227 280 . 811 201 251 .801 689 927 .743 
80 - 81 269 433 .621 218 300 . 727 212 257 .825 699 990 .70 6 
81 - 82 269 445 . 604 239 304 . 786 201 246 .817 709 995 .713 
82 - 83 266 456 .583 225 307 .733 207 239 .866 698 1002 .6 97 
83 - 84 276 461 . 599 223 307 .726 200 231 .866 699 999 .700 
84- 85 277 460 .602 212 306 .693 218 223 .978 707 989 . 715 
85 - 86 284 463 .613 224 305 .734 218 227 . 960 726 995 .730 
86 - 87 292 470 .621 237 309 . 767 209 228 .917 738 1007 .733 
87 - 88 290 473 .613 245 306 . 801 202 229 .882 737 1008 . 731 
88 - 89 301 477 . 631 262 312 .840 208 235 .885 771 1024 .75 3 
89 - 90 304 476 .639 251 308 .815 216 245 . 882 771 1029 .749 
90 - 91 307 476 .645 246 307 . 801 213 254 .839 766 1037 .739 
91 - 92 315 479 . 658 253 314 .806 2~6 255 . 808 774 1048 .739 
92 - 93 321 485 .662 264 311 . 849 190 254 . 748 775 1050 .738 
93 - 94 314 489 . 642 268 311 . 862 195 256 .762 777 1056 .736 
94- 95 320 495 .646 271 316 . 858 186 250 . 744 777 1061 .732 
95 - 96 324 503 .644 271 315 .860 188 247 .761 783 1065 .735 
96 - 97 319 500 .638 264 323 . 817 193 230 .839 776 1053 .737 
KEY 
( 1) NPR = UNM Number of Full Professors 
(2) PNPR = Peer Mean Number of Full Professors 
(3) RNPR = Ratio of UNM to Peer NUmber of Professors = 1PR/PNPR 
(4) NAO = UNM Number of Associate Professors 
(5) PNAO = Peer Mean Number of Associate Professors 
(6) RNAO = Ratio of UNM to Peer Number of Assoc. Profs. = NAO/P AO 
(7) NAS = UNM NUmber of Assistant Professors 
(8) PNAS = Peer Mean Number of Assistant Professors 
(9) RNAS = Ratio of UNM to Peer Number of Asst. Profs.= AS/PAS 
(10) NTF = UNM Number of Professors, All Ranks= NPR +NAO+ NAS 
(11) PNTF = Peer Mean Number of Professors, All Ranks= PNPR+P 1AO+PNAS 
(12) RNTF = Ratio of UNM to Peer Number of Professors, All Ranks 
' 
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Table 16 
UNM Faculty Size by Rank: Actual and Projected at Rate of Peer Change 
FULL ASSOCIATE ASSISTANT ALL RANKS 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) 
YEAR NPR NPWP LNPR NAO NAWP LNAO NAS NSWP LNAS NTF NTWP L TF 
71-72 186 186 .0 172 172 .0 209 209 .0 567 567 .0 
72-73 194 191 3.0 200 182 18.0 225 206 18.9 619 580 39.2 
73-74 203 194 8.7 197 187 9.6 197 205 - 8.4 597 588 8.8 
74-75 217 197 20.5 196 189 6.6 193 198 -5.3 606 586 19.8 
75-76 231 208 22.8 214 195 19.2 197 208 -11.3 642 614 28.2 
76-77 237 212 25.5 214 190 23.9 225 199 26.0 676 605 71. 2 
77-78 246 219 27.2 213 197 16.2 206 202 4.2 665 622 42.8 
78-79 250 232 17.9 231 201 29.6 213 198 15.5 694 638 55 . 8 
79-80 261 220 41.1 227 187 39.6 201 180 21. 3 689 595 94.4 
80-81 269 240 28.6 218 201 17.2 212 184 28.1 699 635 64.0 
81-82 269 247 21. 9 239 203 35.5 201 176 24.9 709 638 70.8 
82-83 266 253 12.8 225 205 19.5 207 171 35.9 698 643 55.3 
83-84 276 256 20.0 223 205 17.5 200 165 34.7 699 641 58 . 2 
84-85 277 255 21. 6 212 205 7.2 218 160 58.4 707 634 72.7 
85-86 284 257 26 .9 224 204 19.9 218 162 55.5 726 638 87.8 
86-87 292 261 31. 0 237 207 30.2 209 163 45.8 738 646 92.1 
87-88 290 263 27.4 245 205 40.2 202 164 38.1 737 647 90.5 
88-89 301 265 36.2 262 209 53.2 208 168 39.8 771 657 114.2 
89-90 304 264 39.7 251 206 44.9 216 175 40.6 771 660 111. 0 
90-91 307 264 42.7 246 205 40.5 213 182 31. 2 766 665 100.9 
91-92 315 266 49.0 253 210 42.9 206 183 23.5 774 672 101. 8 
92-93 321 269 51. 7 264 208 55.9 190 182 8.2 775 673 101.5 
93-94 314 272 42.5 268 208 59.9 195 183 11 . 8 777 677 99 . 7 
94-95 320 275 45.2 271 211 59.5 186 179 7.1 777 681 96.5 
95-96 324 279 44.7 271 211 60.2 188 177 11. 2 783 683 99.9 
96-97 319 278 41.4 264 216 47.8 193 165 28.4 776 675 100.6 
KEY 
(1) NPR = UNM Number of Rull Professors 
(2) NPWP = NPR if changed at rate of Mean Peer Number of Professors 
(3) LNPR = NPR - NPWP (Postive number means gain over peers) 
(4) NAO = UNM NUmber of Associate Professors 
(5) NAWP = NAO if changed at rate of Mean Peer Number of. Assoc. Profs . 
(6) LNAO = NAO - NAWP (Positive number means gain over peers) 
(7) NAS = UNM Number of Assistant Professors 
(8) NWSP = NAS if changed at rate of Mean Peer of Asst. Profs. 
(9) LNAS = NAS - NSWP (Positive number means gain over peers) 
(10) NTF = UNM Number of Professors, All Ranks+ PR+ NAO+ NAS 
(11) NTWP = NTF if changed at rate of Mean Peer Number, All Ranks 
(12) LNTF = NTF - NTWP (Positive number means ga in over peers) ' 
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Table 17 
UNM Cost of Faculty Growth above Peer Rate of Growth 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
YEAR LNPR IPRC LNAO IAOC LNAS IASC 
71-72 
72-73 
73-74 
74-75 
75-76 
76-77 
77-78 
78-79 
79-80 
80-81 
81-82 
82-83 
83-84 
84-85 
85-86 
86-87 
87-88 
88-89 
89-90 
90-91 
91-92 
92-93 
93-94 
94-95 
95-96 
96-97 
-2.9 
. 0 
5.6 
17.4 
19.5 
22 .1 
23.8 
14.3 
37.7 
24.8 
18.0 
8.8 
16.0 
17.6 
22.9 
26.9 
23.3 
32.0 
35.6 
38.6 
44.9 
47.5 
38.2 
40.8 
40.3 
37.0 
78.3 
79.5 
75.9 
70.9 
72.3 
73.8 
73.3 
71. 7 
67.8 
66.2 
66.1 
69.1 
65.8 
69.9 
68.9 
70.6 
69.1 
70.7 
71. 8 
73.3 
74.0 
73.7 
75.4 
78.5 
78.5 
77.7 
-17.0 60.6 -19.1 
. 0 60. 8 . 0 
- 8.9 58 .0 - 27.2 
-12.1 5~.l -23.4 
.0 54.9 - 30 . 3 
5.2 55.0 7.8 
-3.2 54.9 -14.3 
9.7 54.1 -2.6 
21.1 50.9 4.9 
- 2. 6 49. 8 11. 2 
15.5 49.9 8.8 
-.7 52.2 20.3 
-2.7 50.7 19.5 
-13.0 52.7 43.8 
-.3 51.7 40.7 
9.8 53.0 30.9 
20.0 51.5 23.1 
32.6 53.4 24.4 
24.5 54.3 24.6 
20.3 54.3 14.6 
22.1 55.7 6.8 
35.3 55.3 -8.4 
39.3 56.7 -5.0 
38.6 59.4 -9.3 
39.4 59.3 -5.0 
26.5 58.8 13.3 
KEY 
50.6 
50.8 
48.1 
46.1 
46.3 
46.6 
46.2 
44.7 
41.4 
40.6 
40.5 
42.9 
43.2 
43.8 
43.5 
45.6 
45 .1 
48.2 
49.6 
50.3 
50.3 
49.6 
49.9 
51. 2 
50.0 
49.4 
(7) (8) (9) (10) 
CLTOT SFT CLPS CPMPS 
- 2224.03 16732 -1 32 .9 -1 7 . 69 
.0 0 16891 .00 -27. 35 
-1397. 38 17112 -8 1.66 -7 1.86 
-503.10 17412 -28 . 89 -75 .40 
7 .9 6 18003 .44 - 65.62 
2283.57 17647 129.40 -61.95 
908.63 17573 51.71 -71. 16 
1428.98 16723 85 .45 - 88 . 52 
3832.33 17044 224.85 -107.3 
1968.05 17342 113.48 - 89.56 
2322.69 17447 133.13 -120.8 
1442.03 17853 80.77 - 90 .9 3 
1758.49 17572 100.07 -154.2 
2462.31 17643 139.56 -121 . 6 
3333.82 18013 185.08 -225.8 
3830.47 18051 212.20 -2 63.6 
3679.07 18429 199.63 - 355 . 6 
5178.44 18527 279.51 - 328 . 3 
5105.18 18843 270.93 - 341 . 2 
4656.61 19047 244.48 -29 2 . 9 
4889.96 19199 254.70 - 285.0 
5032.94 19308 260.67 -303.7 
4860.65 19372 250.91 -299 .2 
5026.86 18625 269.90 -222.2 
5254.20 18436 285.00 -255.4 
5092.54 18436 276.23 - 258.9 
(1) LNPR = Lag/Growth in UNM Number of Full Profs compared to Peers 
(2) IPRC = Mean UNM Compensation, full Prof. (December 1996 Dollars) 
In thousands. 
(3) LNAO = Lag/Growth in UNM Number of Assoc. Profs. rel. t o Peers 
(4) IAOC = Mean UNM Compensation, Assoc. Prof. (December 19 96 Dollars) 
(5) LNAS = Lag/Growth in UNM Number of Asst. Profs. rel . to Peers 
In thousands. 
(6) IASC = Mean UNM Compensation, Asst. Prof. (December 1996 Dollars) 
(7) CLTOT = Total Cost o~ UNM gain above r a te of growth of peers. 
In thousands. 
(8) SFT = UNM Student Full Time Equivalents 
( 9) CLPS = Total Cost of UNM gain Per Student (December 1996 Dollars) 
Actual dolla rs ; not thousands. 
( 10 ) CPMPS= Per Student Cost of Raising (Tenure Track Faculty) 
Compensation t o Peer Mean 
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YEAR 
71-72 
72-73 
73-74 
74-75 
75-76 
76 - 77 
77-78 
78 - 79 
79-80 
80-81 
81-82 
82-83 
83-84 
84 - 85 
85-86 
86-87 
87-88 
88-89 
89-90 
90-91 
91-92 
92-93 
93-94 
94-95 
95-96 
96-97 
(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 
(6) 
(7) 
(8) 
(9) 
NPR 
STPR 
NAO 
STAO 
NAS 
STAS 
NTF 
STTF 
STF 
Table 18 
UNM Student FTE per Faculty by Rank 
FULL 
PROFESSORS 
(1) (2) 
NPR STPR 
186 90.0 
194 87.1 
203 84.3 
217 80.2 
231 77.9 
237 74.5 
246 71.4 
250 66.9 
261 65.3 
269 64.5 
269 64.9 
266 67.1 
276 63.7 
277 63.7 
284 63.4 
292 61.8 
290 63.5 
301 61.6 
304 62.0 
307 62.0 
315 60.9 
321 60.1 
314 61. 7 
320 58.2 
324 56.9 
319 57.8 
ASSOCIATE 
PROFESSORS 
(3) (4) 
NAO STAO 
172 97.3 
200 84.5 
197 86.9 
196 88.8 
214 84.1 
214 82 . 5 
213 82.5 
231 72 . 4 
227 75.1 
218 79.6 
239 73 . 0 
225 79.3 
223 78.8 
212 83.2 
224 80.4 
237 76.2 
245 75.2 
262 70.7 
251 75 . 1 
246 77.4 
253 75.9 
264 73.1 
268 72.3 
271 68.7 
271 68.0 
264 69.8 
ASSISTANT 
PROFESSORS 
(5) (6) 
NAS STAS 
209 80.1 
225 75.1 
197 86.9 
193 90.2 
197 91.4 
225 78.4 
206 85.3 
213 78.5 
201 84.8 
212 81. 8 
201 86 . 8 
207 86.2 
200 87.9 
218 80.9 
218 82 . 6 
209 86 . 4 
202 91.2 
208 89.1 
216 87.2 
213 89.4 
206 93.2 
190 101. 6 
195 99.3 
186 100.1 
188 98.1 
193 95.5 
KEY 
= Number of Full Professors at UNM 
TOTAL 
PROFESSORS 
(7) (8) 
NTF STTF 
567 29.5 
619 27 . 3 
597 28.7 
606 28.7 
642 28 . 0 
676 26 . 1 
665 26.4 
694 24.1 
689 24 . 7 
699 24 . 8 
709 24 . 6 
698 25 . 6 
699 25.1 
707 25 . 0 
726 24 . 8 
738 24 . 5 
737 25 . 0 
771 24.0 
771 24.4 
766 24 . 9 
774 24 . 8 
775 24.9 
777 24 . 9 
777 24.0 
783 23 . 5 
776 23.8 
= Number of UNM Students per Full Professor 
= Number of Associate Professors at UNM 
= Number of UNM Students per Associate Professor 
= Number of Assistant Professors at UNM 
(9) 
SFT 
16732 
16891 
17112 
17412 
18003 
17647 
17573 
16723 
17044 
17342 
17447 
17853 
17572 
17643 
18013 
18051 
18429 
18527 
18843 
190·47 
19199 
19308 
19372 
18625 
18436 
18436 
= Number of UNM Students per Assistant Professor 
= Number of Professors (Full, Associate, or Assistant) 
= Number of UNM Students per Faculty Member at UNM 
at UNM 
= Student Full Time Equivalents at UNM 
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Appendix A 
UNM and Peer Groups: Mean Salary, Mean Compensation, Size (1995-96) 
UNIVERSITY OF 
ARIZONA 
ARKANSAS (F) 
COLORADO (B) 
IOWA 
KANSAS (MAIN) 
KENTUCKY 
MISSOURI (C) 
NEBRASKA (L) 
(1) 
PRS 
70.9 
60.4 
71. 9 
74.3 
63.3 
67.6 
68.4 
70.3 
(2) 
AOA 
49.5 
46.8 
53.3 
54.5 
45.9 
50.1 
52.0 
49.8 
(3) 
ASS 
43.9 
40.5 
45.0 
45.5 
39.4 
43.2 
44.7 
42.2 
(4) 
PRC 
84.3 
72.9 
87.7 
91. 7 
77 .4 
81. 2 
80.6 
83.8 
(5) 
AOC 
60.2 
56.6 
66.2 
68.3 
57.2 
61.1 
62.2 
60.8 
(6) 
ASC 
53.3 
48.9 
55.9 
57.7 
49.2 
52.2 
53.6 
51. 7 
(7) 
NPR 
667 
319 
482 
505 
465 
486 
337 
448 
(8) 
AO 
376 
195 
283 
312 
310 
445 
272 
380 
NEW MEXICO 
OKLAHOMA 
OREGON 
63.7 47.6 39.9 76.0 57.4 48.4 324 271 
S. CAROLINA(M) 
TENNESSEE (K) 
TEXAS (A) 
UTAH 
VIRGINIA 
WASHINGTON 
MEAN 9W/O NM) 
62 . 7 
60.9 
65.8 
65.1 
76.1 
68.0 
81.4 
70.2 
68.6 
45.3 
45.1 
49.5 
49.6 
49.3 
47.8 
54.4 
49.9 
49.5 
37 .0 
39.4 
42.5 
42.5 
44.9 
40.7 
44.2 
44.6 
42.5 
78.9 
77 .2 
79.1 
83.2 
90.8 
87.0 
98.9 
85.5 
83.8 
57.7 
58.6 
60.2 
63.2 
60.6 
62.9 
68.4 
62.5 
61. 7 
47.3 
51. 2 
51. 9 
53.9 
55.5 
54.3 
55.5 
56.2 
53.0 
NM AS% OF MEAN 92.9 96.2 93.9 90.7 93.0 91.3 
KEY 
(1) PRS = Mean Full Pr~fessor Salary 
(2) AOC= Mean Associate Professor Salary 
(3) ASS= Mean Assistant Professor Salary 
(4) PRC= Mean Full Professor Compensation 
(5) AOC= Mean Associate Professor Compensation 
(6) ASC = Mean Assistant Professor Compensation 
(7) NPR = Number of Full Professors 
(8) NAO= Number of Associate Professors 
(9) NAS = Number of Assistant Professors 
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235 
411 
571 
1019 
400 
466 
923 
503 
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233 
183 
319 
312 
442 
258 
287 
431 
315 
(9) 
AS 
262 
205 
225 
259 
213 
295 
215 
255 
188 
232 
1 1 
196 
202 
485 
2 1 
197 
315 
247 
26 
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Appendix B 
UNM and Peer Groups: Mean Salary, Mean Compensation, Size (1995-97) 
(1) 
UNIVERSITY OF PRS 
(2) (3) 
AOA ASS 
ARIZONA 
ARKANSAS (F) 
COLORADO (B) 
IOWA 
KANSAS (MAIN) 
KENTUCKY 
MISSOURI (C) 
NEBRASKA (L) 
NEW MEXICO 
OKLAHOMA 
OREGON 
S. CAROLINA (M) 
TENNESSEE (K) 
TEXAS (A) 
UTAH 
VIRGINIA 
WASHINGTON 
MEAN (W/0 NM) 
72.1 50.6 
63.4 48.0 
73.3 54.0 
77. 1 55. 0 
64.5 46.9 
69.6 51.7 
73.0 54.7 
71.4 50.7 
64.9 
66.3 
60.3 
68.6 
67.0 
79.6 
70.4 
84.2 
70.5 
70.7 
48.6 
46.3 
45.2 
51. 0 
51. 2 
51. 6 
49.3 
56.4 
49.9 
50.8 
44.3 
41.4 
45.4 
47.8 
40.7 
43.8 
46.7 
43.0 
40.8 
37.9 
38.5 
43.1 
43.3 
47.6 
41. 8 
46.4 
45.2 
43.6 
(4) 
PRC 
85. 7 
76.2 
88.8 
94.9 
79.2 
83.7 
86.1 
84.8 
77.7 
84.7 
75.4 
82.3 
84.8 
94.7 
89.9 
102.0 
86.4 
86.2 
(5) 
AOC 
61.4 
58.6 
66.3 
69.2 
58.6 
63.2 
65.6 
61. 7 
58.8 
60.2 
57 .5 
61. 9 
64.5 
63.2 
64.7 
70.7 
62.2 
63.1 
(6) 
ASC 
53.8 
50.1 
56.1 
60.5 
51. 0 
53.3 
56.2 
52.7 
49.4 
49.5 
48.5 
52.6 
54.3 
58.5 
55.6 
58.1 
56.0 
54.2 
NM AS% OF MEAN 91.8 95.7 93.6 90.1 93.2 91.1 
KEY 
(1) PRS = Mean Full Professor Salary 
(2) AOC= Mean Associat~ Professor Salary 
(3) ASS= Mean Assistant Professor Salary 
(4) PRC= Mean Full Professor Compensation 
(5) AOC= Mean Associate Professor Compensation 
(6) ASC = Mean Assistant Professor Compensation 
(7) NPR = Number of Full Professors 
(8) NAO= Number of Associate Professors 
(9) NAS = Number of Assistant Professors 
(7) (8) (9) 
NPR NAO NAS 
667 
321 
467 
506 
458 
489 
345 
452 
319 
314 
220 
398 
575 
1016 
389 
474 
901 
500 
402 
202 
284 
321 
315 
470 
274 
381 
264 
246 
185 
335 
301 
449 
274 
280 
443 
323 
159 
207 
236 
218 
201 
271 
233 
240 
193 
214 
147 
200 
183 
449 
219 
206 
305 
230 
Salary and Compensation Figures in Thousands of Dollars 
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At its meeting on November 26, 1997, the Faculty Senate Budget Committee 
voted affirmatively to recommend the following to the UNM Faculty Senate: 
As evidence that faculty salaries and some administrator salaries require 
serious attention, we offer the following report, UNM Administrative Salaries 
1978-1995 with Comparison to UNM Faculty Salaries and Comparison with 
1992-95 and urge Faculty Senate approval of its recommendations, 
summarized below: 
(1) That UNM make a special effort to raise the mean salaries of the faculty 
and of those administrators (Deans and Other) whose salaries are low in 
comparison to our designated peers. 
(2) That President Peck's stipulation, that mean percentage salary increases 
for incumbent administrative positions not exceed those of the faculty, be 
honored. 
Approved by the Committee and transmitted to the Faculty Senate December 
2, 1997. 
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Administrative Salary Increases 
This is the fi~h. yea~ that the University _of New Mexico Fac1:1lty Senate Budget Committee has prepared a 
stu~y of admimstrative salary mcreases m order to provide objective and verifiable information on this 
t?p~c to the University_ c~mmunity. We would caution the reader that the report is still a necessarilv 
hm_ited and modest begmrung toward the type of annual report that we believe would be helpful to the 
Umversity community. 
The current report is directed to the questions: (1) What has been the rate of increase in administrative 
s_alaries for a number of administrative categories, and how does this rate of increase compare to that of 
}acuity salaries, and How do current UNM administrative and faculty salaries compare with such salaries 
at UNM's designated peer institutions? We have not attempted to compare administrative and facultv 
compensation (benefits plus salary). · 
The Study 
Our study has been concerned ,vith mean administrative salaries at the University of New Mexico and the 
institutions which have participated in the Arkansas surveys Twenty Seventh (and Twenty-Eighth and 
Ninth) Annual Rank-Order Distribution of Administrative Salaries Paid 1992-1994 (1994-95 and 1995-
96). It has been limited to main campus salaries and excludes, specifically, Medical School salaries. We 
obtained our salary data from the University of New Mexico's "in-house budget" for the years before 1990 
and from both UNM's in-house budget and UNM's Public Information List of UNM Employees for the 
three years 1990-1994. 
The 1994-95 and 1995-96 data were supplied by the Office of Institutional Research (Mark P. Chishom, 
Director, and Connie Lockett, Administrative Assistant). Archie Gibson ran the figures for the 1994-95 
and 1995-96 peer comparison salary data. We benefited greatly from their help. While their assistance is 
much appreciated, they are not responsible for the procedures we followed. 
Administrative Categories 
We obtained mean salaries for almost all positions that fall under the fol~owing ~dministrativ~ categories : 
(1) President, (2) Provost/Vice Presidents, (3) Associate and Assistant Vice Presidents, . ( ~) Directors, and 
(5) Deans. We also include mean salaries for five positions ,vhich we call Other Adm1rustrato~s and for 
three positions, called Old Administrators, ,vhich have been eliminated during the 17-year penod of our 
study. 
We have treated one Associate Athletic Director position as a Director, but have o!?~nvise not included !n 
our tables salaries for Associate/Assistant Director or Associate/Assistant Dean ~osition ._ (For e~ample. in 
1993-94 there were six Associate/ Assistant Directors of Athletics, three Associate/ Ass_1stant Directors of 
Alumni Relations and Three Associate/ Assistant Deans of Management ,vho ~e not _mcluded) . In so~e 
cases, ,ve treated ~ositions ,vith different names as equivalent (for example, '·Vice President for Academic 
Affairs·• and '·Provost") . 
' 
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~as~e: ~~:f a:i:is:s, :~~~:s tirec~~t :;:vays ide_ntical in title,_ author_ity, and. respons~bility. A striking 
"Associate or Assistant Vice Presidenl wer~~ ~s!nin ~~soc1:te~Ass1st~t Vice Pres1d~nts . The titles 
surveys, and we are able to identify only four of UNM's t y o _ _ t e pos1t1ons mclude? Ill th_e . Arkansas 
in those surv~ys . The other six positions are included in oi: ~~10:u a~ con:parable with pos1t1ons _ listed 
peer comparison salary data For s· -1 1 a ~ISt rat1ve salary data but not m our 
ositions and 3 f . . . uru ar . reasons, . on y 18 of 28 Director positions, 11 of 13 Dean 
P 1 . , o 5 other pos1t1ons are mcluded m our peer comparison salary data All d · · · sa anes are for 12 months and may include Special Administrative Components (SACs): . a m1mstrat1ve 
Faculty Salary Comparisons 
For comparis~n purposes, we have included mean salaries of faculty, by rank, for 1978-79, 1991-92 
1992-_93, 199.,-~4,_ 1994-95: and 1995-96. Our source for these figures was ACADEME, the Bulletin of th; 
Amen can Assoc1at1on of Umversity Professors. 
Summary 
UNM Salary Comparisons 
A summary of our study, with reference to UNM mean salary increases only, is shown in Table 1. 
In t~e two-year period from 1991-92 to 1993-94, mean administrative salaries increased 10.57% for 
Pres1?ent, 11.19% for 4 Vice Presidents, 9.45% for 10 Associate and Assistant Vice Presidents, 8.92% for 
28 Directo:s, 6 .18% for 13 Deans, and 10.20% for 5 Other Administrators. During the two-year period, 
mean salanes for all of the 61 administrative positions tracked increased 8. 64 %. 
In the two-year period from 1993-94 to 1995-96, mean faculty salaries, by rank, increased 10.02% for 
Full Professors, 10.44% for Associate Professors, 5 .56% for Assistant Professors, and*** for all ranks . 
In the two-year period from 1991-92 to 1993-94, mean faculty salaries, by rank, increased 6.83% for Full 
Professors, 6.42% for Associate Professors, 3.85% for Assistant Professors, and 6.15% for all ranks. 
See Appendix 1, Table 1 for corresponding comparisons for the one-year periods 1993-94 to 1994-9: , 
1994-95 to 1995-96, and the seventeen-year period 1978-79 to 1995-96. 
On March 9, 1993, the UNM Faculty Senate resolved, and President Peck subsequently stipulated, that 
yearly mean percentage administrative salary increases should not exceed yearly mean percentage faculty 
salary increases. Nevertheless, the subsequent 1992-93 to 1993-94 mean salary increase for the 61 
administrative positions in our study was 4.54%, whereas the mean faculty salary increase w-as 3.44%. The 
mean salary increase for 1993-94 to 1994-95 for the administrative positions in our study was 10 .92%. 
whereas the mean faculty increase was 7.11%. The figures for 1994-95 to 1995-96 were 2.71 % and 
2.01 % respectively. 
At the request of President Peck, the one- and two-year salary increases for incumbent administrators only 
were computed in order to subtract the effect which market value has on new hires . Thus subtracted. the 
1992-93 to 1993-94 (1991-92 to 1993-94) increases \Vere 4.79% (10 .5?%) for_Preside:1t, r o7% i ~-02%) 
for Provost/Vice Presidents, 3.94% (8 .55%) for Assoc1ate/Ass1stant Vice Presidents, :, _46 1/o (8 .0., 1/o) fo r 
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!)irectors, 4.45% (6 . 76%)_ for Deans, and 3.13% ( 10.30%) for Other Administrators . The total one-vear 
mcrease for all of the 56 mcumbents was 4.64%. The total hvo-year increase for all of the 52 incumb.ents 
,vas 8. 14 %. Therefore, the percentage increases in mean salaries of just the incumbent administrators were 
also greater than those of the UNM faculty in both of these two-year periods. 
Comparison to Peers 
Appendix 1, Tables 2 and 3 compare UNM mean administrative and faculty salaries to (1) all institutions 
reporting in the Arkansas survey, and (2) all of UNM's designated peer comparison institutions that 
part_ici~ated . in the Arkansas survey. We believe the second comparison, with UNM's selected peer 
mst1tut1ons 1s more relevant. Table 2 contains the comparisons for 1993-94, in ,vhich 12 peer institutions 
participated. Table 4 contains the comparisons for 1994-95 and Table 5 contains the comparisons for 
1995-96 . As noted above, only 41 of the 61 UNM administrative positions in Table 1 ,vere identified as 
comparable to positions reported in the Arkansas surveys. 
In 1994-95, UNM mean administrative salaries, as a percentage of peer mean salaries, were 106 .92% for 
President, 106 .53% for Provost/Vice Presidents, 113 .0% for Associate/Assistant Vice Presidents, 103.64% 
for Directors, 88.75% for Deans, and 86.25% for Other Administrators . The mean salary for all of the 41 
UNM Administrative positions tracked \\as 100.85% of the peer mean salary. 
In 1994-9 5 (Appendix 1, Table 4 ), UNM mean faculty salaries, as a percentage of the mean salaries of the 
same peer institutions, were: 93 .62% for Full Professors, 96.98% for Associate Professors, 96.35% for 
Assistant Professors, and 95.57% for all ranks . 
In 1995-96, UNM mean administrative salaries, as a percentage of peer mean salaries, were 110.67% for 
President, 107 .05% for Provost/Vice Presidents, 98 .92% for Associate/Assistant Vice Presidents, 102 .99% 
for Directors, 91.23% for Deans, and 83.85% for Other Administrators. The mean salary for all of the 41 
UNM Administrative positions tracked \vas 99.12% of the peer mean salary. 
In 1995-96 (Appendix 1, Table 5), UNM mean faculty salaries, as a percentag_e of the mean salaries of the 
same peer institutions, were: 92.88% for Full Professors, 96.08% for Associate Professors, 93 .86% for 
Assistant Professors, and 94.35% for all ranks. 
Conclusions 
The 1994-95 and 1995-96 UNM mean salaries of the three adrninistra~ve categories President. 
Provost/Vice Presidents, and Associate/ Assistant Vice Pr~sid~nts are notably high when co1:1pared to t~e 
corresponding mean salaries at UNM's desi~ated pee_r mst1tut1ons . Also, the mean sal~es of M. s 
Directors are nearly 103 % of the mean salanes of ~heir peers . In contrast, the ~e~n s~anes of . M s 
faculty and deans are low when compared to their p~ers . H?wever, the _adrnirnstrat1ve p~s.1t1ons o~ 
President Provost/Vice Presidents Associate/ Assistant Vice Presidents , and D1rectors have received salary 
· ' ' · · ·fi 1 h. h th th se of the UNM facultv and 
mcreases during those two years which have been sign1 cant Y ig er an ° . . - . 
deans . In particular the 1995-96 UNM mean salaries, as a percentage of peer mean salanes (and t\\O_-~ear 
percentage increas~ in those salaries) bv administrative category, were 110.67% (~ 4-38%) _for Pre~ident. 
107.05% (9 83%) for Provost/Vice Pre.sidents, 98.92% (6 .39%) for Associate/Assistant Vice ~r_es1dents. 
102 .99% (9 .. 71 %) for Directors, 91 .23% ( 14 .0%) f~r Deans, 83.85% ( 10 .24%) for Other Adm1mstrators. 
and 99 . 12% (10 .76%) for all administrative categories. 
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In comparison, utilizing 1993-94 data, UNM mean faculty salaries , as a percentage of the mean facultv 
salaries at the same peer institutions by faculty rank were: 93 .09% for Full Professor, 94.73% fo.r 
Associate Professor, 95 .95% for Assistant Professor, and 94.15% for all three faculty ran.ks. 
In the 17-year period of our study, faculty salary increases have not, in general, kept pace v\'ith overall 
administrative salary increases. The difference between mean administrative salary increases and mean 
faculty increases was 21 . 66 %. 
Recommendations 
C 
(1) That UNM make a special effort to raise the mean salaries of the fa°'r:lty and of those administrators 
(Deans and Other) whose salaries are low in comparison to our designated peers. 
(2) That President Peck's stipulation, that mean percentage salary increases for incumbent administrative 
positions not exceed those of the faculty, be honored. 
Category No. 
President 1 
ProvosWPs 4 
Assoc/Asst VPs 10 
Directors 28 
Deans 13 
Other 5 
Admin . Totals 61 
Full Professor *314 
Assoc . Prof. *268 
l Asst. Prof. *195 
~ Faculty Totals *777 
\ 
Appendix 1, Table 1. UNM Mean Salary Increases 1978-79 to 1995-96 by Administrative and Faculty Category 
78-79 91 -92 92-93 93-94 94-95 95-96 (A) 1Y% (B) 1Y% 
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean 
ADMINISTRATORS 
53,800 138,375 146,000 153,000 165,000 175,000 7.84% 6.06% 
47,100 99,967 105,314 111 ,150 119,066 122,084 7.12% 2.53% 
35,018 65,659 69,140 71 ,863 84,914 84,843 18.16% -0.08% 
27,397 59,007 61 ,196 64,168 69,941 70,911 9.00% 1.39% 
38,015 84,581 86,227 89,804 98,567 104,580 9.76% 6.10% 
26,280 54,196 57,963 59776 70488 72,618 17.92% 3.02% 
32,542 69,140 71,851 75,116 83,317 85,572 10.92% 2.71% 
FACULTY 
27,300 54,200 55,500 57,900 62,100 63,700 7.25% 2.58% 
20,200 40,500 41,400 43,100 46,500 47,600 7.89% 2.37% 
16,500 36,400 37,000 37,800 39,900 39,900 5.56% 0.00% 
21,622 44,984 46,161 47,751 51,148 52,174 7.11% 2.01% 
Notes: 
See the tables in Appendix 2 for UNM's administrative salary data 
The faculty salary data are from ACADEME. the Bulletin of the American Association of University Professors 
(A) 1 Y% is the percentage increase from1993-94 to 1994-95 
(B)1Y% is the percentage increase from 1994-95 to 1995-96 
2Y% is the percentage increase from 1993-94 to 1995-96 
17Y% is the percentage increase from 1978-79 to 1995-96 
*1993-94 rank distribution 
2Y% 
14 38% 
9 84% 
18 06% 
10.51% 
16.45% 
21 .48% 
13.92% 
10.02% 
10.44% 
5.56% 
9.26% 
17Y% 
225.28% 
159 20% 
142.28% 
158.83% 
175.10% 
176.32% 
162.96% 
133.33% 
135.64% 
141 .82% 
141 .30% 
r~ 
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Appendix 1, Table 2. Comparison of 1992-93 UNM Administrative and Faculty 
Salaries With Peers. 
Arks 14 Peer UNM UNM% UY.\-1% 
Cate0 orY No. Mean Mean Mean e . ArkS 14 Peer 
ADMINISTRATORS 
Presidc:nc l [28.979 l39,5 l0 [46,000 l 13 .20 104 .65 
Provost/VPs 4 98,976 105.154 105,3[4 106 .40 100. 15 
Assoc/Asst VPs 4 69.047 69,686 76,560 110.88 109.86 
Directors l8 59.118 64,4 l 1 62.03 l 104.93 96 .30 
Deans l l 95,927 102,372 88.713 92.48 86 .66 
Other 3 66.154 73.404 63.889 96 .58 87 .04 
Admin Totals 4l 76,070 8 l .575 77.014 lOl.24 94 .4 1 
FACULTY 
Full Professor '32 l NA 60,300 55,500 NA 92 .04 
Assoc Professor '264 NA 43,900 41.400 NA 
94 .31 
Asst Professor '190 NA 38,200 37.000 NA 
96 .86 
Faculty Totalsd '775 NA 49.295 46.161 NA 
93.64 
Notes: 
See the six tables in Appendix'2 for the 1992-93 adminsitrative peer comparison salary data . The faculty 
salary data are from ACADEME. 
ArkS Mean is the mean salary paid by the 131 institutions in the University of Arkansas' survey Twenry-
Sixth Annual Rank-Order Distribution of Administration Salaries Paid 1992-93. 
14 Peer J.\tlean is the mean salary paid by the 14 peer institutions in the University of Arkansas 1992-93 
survey: the Universities of Arizona, Arkansas, Colorado, Kansas, Kentucky, lissouri, 
Nebraska, Oklahoma, Oregon, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, and Virginia. The 
Universities of Iowa and Washington did not participate in the 1992-93 survey. 
l JNl\'I Mean is the 1992-93 UNM salary for the closest comparable position. Positions are not always 
identical in title, authority, and responsibility. 
UNl\'I % ArkS is the 1992-93 UNM mean salary as a percentage of the ArkS mean salary . 
L~-;\,-1 % 14Peer is the 1992-93 UNM mean salary as a percentage of the 14Peer mean salary 
-= 1992-93 UNM rank distribution. 
J Totals weighted by UNM 1992-93 rank distribution. 
6 
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Appendix 1, Table 3. Comparison of 1993-94 UNM Administrative and Faculty Salaries With Peers . 
Category No. ArkS :\lean l2Peer \lean L~\-t \lean l :'1'\-1% ArkS L:-.:,f C7c UPeer 
ADMINISTRATORS 
President I 142.567 142,603 153 .000 107.31 107 .29 
Provost/VPs 4 108.894 104.484 111.150 102.07 106.38 
Assoc / Asst VPs 4 74 .048 71,208 79,749 107.70 I l 1.99 
Directors 18 65.482 65,260 64 ,633 98 .70 99 .04 
Deans 11 104,174 102,443 91,740 88 .06 89 .55 
Other 3 71,834 73.437 65,870 91.70 89 .70 
Admin Totals 41 83.279 82,128 80. 164 96 .26 97.61 
FACULTY 
Full Professor '314 NA 62,200 57 .900 NA 93.09 
Assoc Professor '268 NA 45,500 43,100 NA 94 .73 
AsstProfessor "l 95 NA 39,500 37,900 NA 95 .95 
Faculty Totals~ '777 NA 50,743 47.776 NA 94.1 5 
Notes: 
See the six tables in Appendix 3 for the 1993-94 administrative peer comparison salary data. The faculty 
salary data are from ACADEME. 
ArkS Mean is the mean salary paid by the 85 institutions in the University of Arkansas' survey Twenty-
Sixth Annual Rank-Order Distribution of Administration Salaries Paid 1992-93. 
12Peer Mean is the mean salary paid by the 12 peer institutions in the University of Arkansas 1992-93 
survey: the Universities of Arizona, Arkansas, Colorado, Kansas, Kentucky, Missouri, ebraska. 
Oklahoma, Oregon, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, and Virginia. The Universities of 
Iowa and Washington did not participate in the 1993-94 survey. 
UNM Mean is the 1993-94 UNM salary for the closest comparable position. Positions are not always 
identical in title, authority, and responsibility. 
UNM %ArkS is the 1993-94 UNM mean salary as a percentage of the ArkS mean salary. 
UNM %12Peer is the 1993-94 UNM mean salary as a percentage of the 12Peer mean salary . 
" 1993-94 UNM rank distribution. 
b Totals weighted by UNM 1993-94 rank distribution. 
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Appendix 1, Table 4 Comparison of 1994-95 UNM Administrative and Faculty Salaries with Peers 
Category No. ArkS Mean 12 Peer Mean UNM Mean UNM % Arks UNM % 12 Peer 
ADMINISTRATORS 
President 1 153,402 154,323 165,000 107.56 106.92 
Provost/VPs 4 i 12,408 111,772 119,066 105.92 106.53 
Assoc/Asst VPs 4 76,815 75,148 84,914 110.54 113.00 
Directors 19 66,136 67,485 69,941 105.75 103.64 
Deans 11 110,064 111,065 98,567 89.55 88.75 
Other 3 75,808 81,725 70,488 92.98 86.25 
Admin. Totals 42 87,927 89,051 83,317 101.11 99.74 
Category No. ArkS Mean 16Peer Mean UNM Mean UNM % ArkS UNM%16Peer 
FACULTY 
Full Professor *314 NA 66,330 62,100 NA 93.62% 
Assoc. Prof. *268 NA 47,950 46,500 NA 96.98% 
Asst. Prof. *195 NA 41,410 39,900 NA 96.35% 
Faculty Totals *777 NA 53,520 51,148 NA 95.57% 
Notes: 
See the tables in Appendix 2 for UN M's administrative salary data 
The faculty salary data are from ACADEME, the Bulletin of the American.Association of University Professors 
ArkS Mean is the mean salary paid by the 85 institutions in the University of Arkansas' survey 
12Peer Mean is the mean salary paid by 12 of UNM's 16 peer institutions 
16Peer Mean is the mean salary paid by all 16 peer institutions 
.. - .. ., . 
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Appendix 1, Table 5 Comparison of 1995-96 UNM Administrative and Faculty Salaries with Peers 
Category No. ArkS Mean 13 Peer Mean UNM Mean UNM % Arks UNM % 13 Peer 
ADMINISTRATORS 
President 1 163,003 158,125 175,000 107.36 110.67 
ProvosWPs 5 115,691 114,043 122,084 105.53 107.05 
Assoc/Asst VPs 4 87,586 85,766 84,843 96.87 98 .92 
Directors 18 67,440 68,849 70,911 105.15 102.99 
Deans 11 113,535 114,632 104,580 92.11 91 .23 
Other 3 78,886 86,600 72,618 92 .05 83 .85 
Admin . Totals 42 90,268 91,225 85,572 100.11 98.82 
Category No. ArkS Mean 16Peer Mean UNM Mean UNM % Arks UNM%16Peer 
FACULTY 
Full Professor *314 NA 68,580 63,700 NA 92.88% 
Assoc. Prof. *268 NA 49,540 47,600 NA 96.08% 
Asst. Prof. *195 NA 42,510 39,900 NA 93.86% 
Faculty Totals *777 NA 55,300 52,174 NA 94 .35% 
Notes: 
See the tables in Appendix 2 for UNM's administrative salary data 
The faculty salary data are from ACADEME, the Bulletin of the American Association of University Professors 
ArkS Mean is the mean salary paid by the 85 institutions in the University of Arkansas' survey 
12Peer Mean is the mean salary paid by 12 of UNM's 16 peer institutions 
16Peer Mean is the mean salary paid by all 16 peer institutions 
l ··~ 
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Appendix 2, Table 1. ~I Adrninsitrative Salary Data for 1978-1994 
In Sc:ven Sections by Adminsitrative Category 
President 78-79 88-89 89-90 90-91 
Pres ident 53.800 100,000 110.000 '"135.000 
:'vfean Salary 53.800 100,000 110,000 135,000 
Yearly % Increase 8.6 10.0 22.7 
Provost/ 'vl's 78-79 88-89 89-90 90-91 
Pro vost/VP Acad Aff 48,800 87,200 94,500 104,500 
VP Bus & Fin 48,000 84,500 90,000 95,500 
VP Res/ Assoc Prov 42,000 85,500 90.000 95.500 
VP Stud Affairs 48,800 64,000 67 .200 89,250 
Mean Salary 47,100 80,300 85.425 96,188 
Yearly % Increase 7 .0 6.4 12 .6 
Assoc&Asst Prov/VP 78-79 88-89 89-90 90-91 
AssocProv Acad Aff 33,390 47,000 50,000 60,776 
AssocProv Acad Aff 51 ,500 53,700 57,459 
AssocProv Acad Aff 70,461 
AsstVP AcadAffE&W 
AsstVP Bus & Fin 25,700 39,300 44,100 51,000 
AssocVP Comp Serv 43,000 75,750 79,250 84,000 
Assoc VPGovRel&Bus 39,000 69,300 72 ,765 76,403 
AssocV P Stud Aff 47,000 50,000 58,000 
AssocVP Stud Aff 58,800 
AsstVP & UnivCont 34.000 63,500 66 .699 70,035 
Mean Salary 35,018 56. 193 59.502 65.215 
Yearl y % Increase 6.0 5.9 
9.6 
·' Indicates position filled by a new person in the year I 992-93 or 1993-94 
'Additional annuicy of 12% of salary is not included. 
91-92 92-93 93-94 
·138 .375 "146.000 "153.000 
138,375 146,000 153.000 
2.5 5.5 4.8 
91-92 92-93 93-94 
I 15,000 116.015 '130.000 
97,887 102.888 106.078 
Vacant '105.000 108,150 
91,481 97.355 100.373 
99,967 105 .3 14 111.150 
3.9 5.3 5.5 
91-92 92-93 93-94 
63,358 68,562 75,750 
58,896 59,640 61,750 
72 ,223 73,027 75,750 
53.155 58,800 61. 740 
52.275 '60,000 62,650 
86,016 86,930 90.407 
78,293 79.213 82.368 
59,160 65. 132 61,997 
60,211 62,897 65.161 
73,000 77 .200 81.060 
65,659 69.140 71.863 
0 .7 5.3 3.9 
278 
15Yr% 
184.4 
I 4.4 
15Yr"'o 
166.4 
117.4 
157 .5 
105.7 
136 .0 
15Yr% 
126.9 
NA 
:,.iA 
NA 
143.8 
110.2 
111.-
NA 
NA 
13 . .1 
105 2 
l79 
Appendix 2. Table 1. cont. 
Directors & AsstDir 78-79 88-89 89-90 90-91 91-92 92-93 93-94 15Yr% 
Dir Admissions 28.400 48,873 5-U99 5-U99 JSS.000 '57 .684 ' 59.472 109.4 
Dir Alum Relations 22.800 53.000 55,560 58,433 59,892 60,576 62,.154 173 .9 
Dir Athletics 33.200 82.200 75.000 81.900 83,538 8-U64 '98,515 196 .7 
Assoc Dir Athlet 23,000 44 ,919 52.416 55.037 56.413 57.076 66.368 I 8.6 
Dir Bookstore 26.100 43,000 46,440 48.500 49 .725 50. 150 51.960 99.1 
Dir Budgeting 27.700 60,680 63.699 66.885 68.560 83,068 ' 80,000 188.8 
Dir Cent Syst & Op 48,000 52.000 53,040 53 .574 55.717 NA 
_Dir ComputCtr Acad 47,000 50,499 51.700 52,734 53 .268 55 .399 NA 
Dir Development 29.370 56 ,244 56,244 78.000 80. 148 80,954 83,463 I 4.2 
-
Dir Equal Opp Empt 25,200 42,411 '43,260 60.000 60,000 60.685 62.566 14 .J 
Dir Facilities Ping 30,700 Vacant 50.000 52.500 54.000 55.500 57,300 6.6 
Dir Financial Aid 26,850 40,410 46,009 48.771 50,234 55,000 59.455 121.4 
Dir Housing & Food 22,611 48.900 51 ,471 54.039 55 ,519 56.176 64.265 184.2 
Dir Human Res 31,600 56,300 59. 115 ' 63,215 74,000 75,000 77.300 
144.6 
Dir Internal Audit 22,000 43,050 45 ,203 50,000 51,250 51 ,883 53 .491 
143 . 1 
. 
Dir lntmtl Program 23,928 46. 184 48,300 50. 715 51,429 52.620 
54,251 126.7 
Dir lnfo ResourceCtr 30.000 55 ,000 57,750 60.250 61.455 
61.989 64,469 114.9 
Dir PED/ITV 30.798 45.398 46.500 47,895 49,040 
51.000 54.581 77.2 
Dir Physical Plant 29.700 54,750 57.549 61,590 '64,250 
'7 1,000 73.840 148.6 
Dir Ping/Policy St 28.460 50,604 53 . 199 56.500 57.913 
58,585 60 .401 112.2 
Dir Police&Parking 21.700 43 ,869 47 ,000 49.820 55,000 
57,500 59,283 173 .2 
Dir Public Admi.n 28,900 '57,000 66,150 70.119 71,872 
75.000 Vacant 159.5 
Dir Public Affai rs 27,800 49.830 '49,830 51.500 
52,668 53,309 Vacant 91.8 
Dir Purchasing 20,000 44,500 46,725 51.500 
Vacant '5 5,000 60 ,000 200.0 
Dir Real Estate 45,100 47,350 47.500 
50,350 52.000 53.300 NA 
Dir ReseJrch Admin 25,747 30,469 36,563 43.876 
44 ,973 51.719 62.063 141.0 
Dir Stud Health Ctr 41,600 70.350 73 .867 77.561 
79,500 80.302 82,791 99 .0 
Dir Srudent Union 16 ,750 52.238 54 .849 
57,044 58,185 58.510 Vacant 
11 .7 
Mean Salary 27.397 50.472 52 .970 
57. 195 59,007 61,196 6-U68 
134.6 
• 3.2 3.7 5.0 
YeJrly % lncre:ise 8.4 4 .9 
.0 
• Indicates position filled by a new person in the year 1992-93 or I 993-94. . . 
' lmlicates position was vacant at the beginning of the fisc:il ye:ir. and _ the budgeted base rull-ume salary has bet:n used . 
' 1991-94 position includes interim Director of Srudent Outre:ich Services. 
' Does not include an additional $30 ,000 co be given if cerum standards are mc:t dunng the ye:ir. 
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Appendix 2. Table I cont. 
Deans 78-79 88-89 89-90 90-91 91-92 92-93 93.94 15Yr% 
Dean .'\rchitecrure 35.300 73.700 77,000 79,310 81.054 81. 93 7 90.000 155 .0 
Dean .\m&Sciences 46.900 88.800 93.000 98.580 IO 1.143 Vacant ··95 .000 102 .6 
Dean Bus/ '.\lgrnent 41.000 Vacant 81.000 !03.000 105.678 106,710 l 10.4.l5 · 169 . ➔ 
Dean Continuing Ed 32.000 56.017 58.818 64.512 66.189 74.339 77 .000 140 . 1 
Dean Education 37,700 73.300 77,300 Vacant 85.000 85,908 89.000 136. 1 
Dean Engineering 38.900 88,000 92,000 97.520 99,958 100.956 104.500 168 .6 
Dean Fine Am 34.200 67,400 70,400 Vacant 70.000 70.818 75.000 119 .3 
Dean Gen Lib Serv 41.900 65.000 68.000 74.800 79.117 79.990 83.000 9 . I 
Dean Law School 47.100 81.500 86.000 94,600 110,000 111.057 115.200 14.l.6 
Dean Nursing 37.300 66,000 70.000 74,200 76,055 78.866 '90.000 14 l.J 
Dean Pharmacy 37,300 66,000 70,000 74.200 75 .833 76,686 80.000 114 .4 
Dean Univ College 35,100 60,000 63,000 66.780 68,315 71,336 73.850 110.4 
Dean Law Library 29.500 68,900 7:!.345 77,409 81,210 Vacant '84,460 186.3 
Mean Salary 38.015 71.218 75,297 80,970 84.581 86.227 89.804 136.2 
Yearly % Increase 8.7 5.7 7.5 4.5 1.9 4 . 1 
Other Administrator 78-79 88-89 89-90 90-91 91-92 
92-93 93-94 15Yr% 
Asst to Pres ident 36,800 53 ,500 56,300 60,000 63,000 
63,703 65,678 78.5 
Faculty Contracts 20,500 33,460 37,000 43 ,000 35,875 
52,000 55,120 168 .9 
Registrar 23.000 45.573 47,852 58.581 59.930 
60,614 62.493 171.7 
University Counsel 32.300 59.000 61,950 65,000 
66,625 67,350 69.438 115.0 
University Secretary 18,800 40.300 42.300 44,441 
45.552 46,150 Vacant 145 .5 
Mean Salary · 26.280 46,367 49,080 54,204 
54,196 57.963 59,776 127.5 
Yearly & Increase 7.6 5 .9 10.4 
0.0 7.0 3. 1 
Old Administrators 78-79 88-89 89-90 
90-91 91-92 92-93 93-94 15Yr"• 
VP Cornrn&lntProg 38.900 71,500 75,075 
Vacant Vacant Vacant Vacant 
\A 
Dir Dental Prag 54,600 57.100 
Vacant Vacant Vacant Vacant 
\A 
24,610 
64.000 67,200 71,256 Vacant 
Vacant Vacant ;'IA 
Dean Grad Srudies 35.000 
63.367 66.458 NA NA 
NA I • .\ \A 
~lean Salary 32.837 
4.9 ;'IA :"/ . .\ NA 
NA :--A 
Y ~arly % Increase 9.3 
· Indicates position filled by a new person in the year 1992-93 or 1993-94 . 
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Notes to Appendix 2, Table 1 
All administrative salaries are 12-month salaries. For the years before l 990 the salaries were 
obtained from UNM's in-house budget. The 1991-94 salaries were obtained from both 
UNM's in-house budget and the Public Information List of UNM Employees. The l 991-
92 salaries are from the Public Information List of UNM Employees, Month Ending 
10/31 /9 l, the 1992-93 salaries are from the Public Information List of UNM Employees, 
Month Ending 10/31/92, and the 1993-94 salaries are from the Public Information List 
of UNM Employees, Month Ending 11/30/93. 
When a position is left blank, it is believed that the position did not exist in that year. 
When a position is marked "Vacant," the previous year 's salary has been used to compute the 
totals and percentages . 
• Indicates position filled by a new person in the year 1992-93 or 1993-94 . 
b Additional annuity of 12 % of salary is not included. 
c Indicates position was vacant at the beginning of the fiscal year, and the budgeted base full-time 
salary has been used. 
d 1991-94 position includes interim Director of Student Outreach Services . 
• Does not include an additional $30,000 which will be given if certain standards are met during 
the year. 
Appendix 2, Table 2. 1992-93 Peer Comparison Salary Data 
In Six Sections by Administrative Cacegorv , 
President ArkS 14Peers UN"\-1 %ArkS '1c Peers 
President [28,979 [39.5 l0 '[46.000 I l3.20 10➔ . 65 
Mean Salary 128.979 [39,510 146,000 l 13 .20 10-+.65 
Provost/VPs ArkS l ➔Peers lJ~'"\--1 o/oArkS %Peers 
Provost/VP Acad Affairs 111,230 l [8.221 116,0[5 [04 .30 98 . 13 
VP Business & Finance 96,986 l05.8 l l 102,888 [06 .09 97 .2.-+ 
VP Research/Grad Dean 99,767 [03, [52 "[05,000 [05.25 l0l.79 
VP Student Affairs 87,923 93 , ➔ 31 97,355 . [ [0 .73 104 .20 
Mean Salary 98.976 105,15➔ 105.314 [06.40 100 . 15 
Assoc/ Asst Provost/VPs Arks 14Peers L'N"f o/oArkS %Peers 
Assoc VP/Dir Comput Serv 75 ,362 85,800 86,930 I 15.35 !0l.32 
Assoc VP/Dir Gov Rel 66,413 55.580 79,213 119.27 
1 ➔2 . 52 
Assoc VP/Dean Stud Affairs 65,617 65,068 62,897 95.85 
96 .66 
Asst VP/U Controller 68,796 72,295 77,200 
l 12 .22 106.78 
Mean Salary 69 ,047 69,686 76,560 
l 10.88 -109 .86 
Deans ArkS 14 Peers U~iM 
o/oArkS %Peers 
Dean Architecture 93,798 93,942 89,369 
95.27 95.13 
Dean Am & Sciences 96.055 100.264 
Vacant 105.30 100.88 
Dean Bus/Management 104,649 114.95 l 
106.710 101.97 92.83 
Dean Continuing Ed 76,225 82.793 
74,339 97.53 89 .79 
Dean Education 89,399 100. l l 7 
85.908 96. 10 85 .81 
Dean Engineering 110,075 l 19.-+98 
[00,956 91.72 8➔ .-48 
De::in Fine Arts 85,128 93.535 
70.818 83 . 19 75. I 
Dean/Dir Libraries 80,365 88. l 98 
79,990 99.53 90 .69 
Dean Law School '.25 .901 122.12. ➔ 
l l l.057 88 .21 90 . 9➔ 
78.866 85.2➔ 
9 , . 
Dean Nursing 92 .52 1 99.237 
.. .) 
Dean Pharmacy 101,077 1 l l.38-+ 
76.686 75 .87 6 . : 
Mean Salary 95.927 102.:72 
88.713 92.48 6.66 
283 
Appendix 2. Table 2. cont. 
Directors ArkS 14Peers t:~1'-f %ArkS %Peers 
Dir Admissions 56.860 59.545 57 .684 101.45 96 .87 
Dir Alumni Re lations 55.320 61.677 60.576 109.50 98 .21 
Dir Budgeting 62,704 71.041 83 .068 132.46 116.92 
Dir Development 65,839 83,400 80,954 122.96 97 .07 
Dir Equal Oppor Empt 56 ,329 62,277 60,685 107.73 97 .44 
Dir Facilities Planning 64,215 66,192 55,500 86.43 83 . 5 
Dir Financial Aid 53,171 56,515 55 ,000 103.44 97 .32 
Dir Housing & Food 54,094 59,947 56.176 103 .85 93 .71 
Dir Internal Audit 51,163 60,072 51 ,883 lO 1.41 86 .37 
Dir Internacional Prog 52,809 54,241 52.620 99 .64 97 .01 
. 
Dir Physical Plant 66,785 71,805 ~1.000 106.31 98 .8 
Dir Planning/Pol St 57,459 62,504 58.585 101.96 93 . 3 
Dir Police & Parking 52,991 55,126 57,500 108.51 104 .31 
Dir Public Admin 64,427 68,127 75,000 I 16.41 110.09 
Dir Public Affairs 57,862 60,527 53,309 92.13 
88 .07 
Dir Purchasing 52,154 60,066 h55,000 105.46 
91.57 
Dir Research Admin 64,348 59,482 51,719 
80 .37 86 .95 
Dir Student Health Ctr 75.599 86,862 80,302 
106.22 92.45 
Mean Salary 59,118 64 ,411 62.031 
104.93 96 .30 
Other Adminstrators ArkS 14Peers um-1 %ArkS 
%Peers 
Asst to President 67,003 71,807 
63,703 95.07 88 . I 
Registrar 56 ,097 59,977 
60,614 108.05 l01.06 
University Counsel 75.361 88,428 
67.350 89 .37 76 . 16 
Mean Salary 66.154 73,404 
63.889 96 .58 .0-1 
~Otes: 
When a position is marked "Vacant," the previous year's salary has been used ro compute the totals and 
percentages. 
' Additional annuitv of 12 % of salary is not included. . 
b Indicates positio~ filled by a new person in the year 1992-93 • 
--
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Appendix 2, Table 3. 1993-94 Peer Comparison Salarv Data 
In Si.'( Sections by Administrative Catecrorv • ::, 
President ArkS 12Peers L~'\-1 %ArkS %Peers 
President [42 ,576 142.603 "[53 .000 107.3 l [07 .29 
Mean Salary 142.576 142.603 153 .000 107 .3 l [07 29 
Provost/VPs ArkS 12Peers lJ t", '\-1 %ArkS %Peers 
Provost/VP Acad Affairs [22,847 126.248 [30,000 105.82 102.97 
VP Business & Finance 107.200 104,240 106.078 98 .95 IOl.76 
VP Research/Grad Dean 109,744 92.535 108,150 98.55 l 16.87 
VP Student Affairs 95.785 94.913 100,373 104 .79 105 .75 
Mean Salary 108.894 104.484 l l l.150 102.07 106 .38 
Assoc/ Asst Provost/VPs Arks 12Peers L17'-o"'.\-1 %ArkS %Peers 
Assoc VP/Dir Comput Serv 80,338 81.866 90,407 l 12.53 110.43 
Assoc VP/Dir Gov Rel 71,935 63,096 82.368 114.50 130 .54 
Assoc VP/Dean Scud Affairs 68,224 67.291 65,161 95.5 l 96.83 
Asst VP/U Controller 75,697 72.581 81,060 107.08 
111.68 
Mean Salary 74.048 71.208 79.749 
107.70 111. 99 
Deans ArkS 12 Peers 
{I'.\TM %ArkS %Peers 
Dean Architecrure 99,422 96.543 90,000 
90.52 93.22 
Dean Arts & Sciences 106,932 102,314 ~95.000 
88.84 92.85 
Dean Bus/Management 119,928 119,808 110,445 
92.09 92 . 18 
Dean Continuing Ed 83.249 ?? .215 
77,000 92.49 9 .31 
Dean Education 98,150 100.306 
89.000 90 .68 88 .73 
Dean Engineering 120,065 116.769 
104.500 87.04 89A9 
Dean Fine Arts 90.59,1 90.65 l 
75.000 82.79 82 .73 
Dean/Dir Libraries 89.712 90.672 
83,000 92 .52 91.54 
Dean Law School 132.106 126.904 
115.200 87 .20 90. 7 
Dean Nursing 99,608 99.381 
~90.000 90 .35 90 . .: 6 
80 .000 75 .36 
... , 
Dean Pharmacy 106.152 97 .3 l l 
- ·-
\lean Sal.1ry IO-U 74 102.443 
91. 740 88.06 
9 5. 
Appendix 2. Table 3. cont. 
Directors ArkS 12Peers 
Dir .-\dmiss ions 63 .242 59.805 
Dir :\lumni Relations 62.506 65.813 
Dir Budgeting 69.505 79,378 
Dir Development 73,603 66.829 
Dir Equal Oppor Empl 61.757 62.619 
Dir Fac ilities Planning 67,726 63 ,773 
Dir Financial Aid 58.256 56.436 
Dir Housing & Food 60.357 60.508 
Dir Internal Audit 56.580 56.846 
Dir International Prog 61.412 60,272 
Dir Physical Plant 73.494 73,144 
Dir Planning/Pol St 62.304 68,020 
Dir Police & Parking 58.329 56.399 
Dir Public Admin 71,581 71,903 
Dir Public Affairs 65,730 63,062 
Dir Purchasing 57,600 60,620 
Dir Research Admin 69,971 61,069 
Dir Student Health Ctr 84 ,732 88,175 
Mean Salary 65,482 65,260 
Other Adminstrators ArkS 12Peers 
Asst to President 72,665 71,099 
Registrar 60,916 58,990 
University Counsel 81.921 90.221 
Mean Salary 71.834 73.437 
Notes: 
l"N:\I %ArkS 
59.472 .94 .04 
62.454 99 .92 
"80.000 l 15 .10 
83,463 113.40 
62.566 101.3 l 
57,300 84 .61 
59.455 102 .06 
64 .265 106.47 
53,491 94.54 
54,251 88 .34 
73,840 100.47 
60,401 96 .95 
59,283 10 l.64 
Vacant 104.78 
Vacant 81.l0 
60,000 104 .17 
62.063 88.70 
82,791 97 .71 
64,633 98.70 
UNM %ArkS 
65,678 90 .38 
62,493 102 .59 
69,438 84.76 
65.870 91.70 
o/c Peers 
99 . 4➔ 
94 .90 
100.78 
124 .89 
99.92 
89 .85 
105 .35 
106 .21 
94 . 10 
90 .01 
100 .95 
- 88 .80 
105.11 
104 .31 
84 .53 
98 .98 
I0l.63 
93.89 
99.04 
%Peers 
92.38 
105 .94 
76 .96 
89 . 0 
,., 8 .:  {., ,J 
When a position is marked "Vacant," the previous year's salary has been used to compute the totals and 
percentages. 
• Additional annuitv of 12 % of salary is not included. 
b Indicates positio; filled by a new person in the year 1993-94 
I 
Appendix 2, Table 4. 1994-95 Peer Comparison Salary Data 
In Six Sections by Administrative Categorv 
President ArkS 12Peers Ul'l t\-1 %ArkS %Peers 
Preside nt 153.402 154 ,323 ' 165 ,000 107 .56 106 .92 
Mean Sala ry 153,402 154,323 165,000 107.56 106 .92 
Provost/VPs ArkS 12Peers UNM %ArkS %Peers 
Provost/VP Acad Affairs 128,404 142, 398 139 ,100 108.33 97 .68 
VP Business & Finance 110.884 104 .021 113 ,503 102 .36 109 . 12 
VP Research/Grad Dean 109 ,831 98 ,851 116,260 105 .85 117 .61 
VP Student Affairs 100.514 10 1.818 107 ,399 106 .85 105.48 
Mean Salary 112,408 111,772 119.066 105 .92 106 .53 
Assoc/ Asst Provost/VPs Arks 12Peers ill-,'M %ArkS %Peers 
Assoc VP/D ir Comput Serv 83,700 83 ,764 96, 300 115.05 114 .97 
Assoc VP/Dir Gov Rel 75 ,557 67 ,4 19 86 ,900 11 5.0 1 1-8 .90 
Assoc VP/Dean Stud Affairs 68,849 73,331 69 ,722 101.27 
95 .08 
Asst VP/U Controller 79,155 76,080 8q ,735 109.58 
114 .00 
Mean Salary 76 ,815 75,148 84,914 110.54 
113 .00 
Deans ArkS 12Peers UNM %ArkS 
%Peers 
Dean Architecture 105,988 102,938 95,850 
90.43 93 . 11 
Dean Arts & Sciences 111,253 109,614 102,500 
92.1 3 93 .51 
Dean Bus/Management 126,599 129,592 Vacant 
87.24 85 .23 
Dean Continuing Ed 86,416 88 ,085 
Vacant 89 . 10 8 .42 
De:in Education 103 ,598 105, 113 
94,340 91.06 9. 5 
Dean Engineering 125,493 133 .232 
130,000 103.59 97. 5 
De:in Fine Arts 98.50 1 99,21 2 
80,900 82 . 13 8 1.54 
Dean/Dir Libraries 92,405 96 .529 
88.700 95 .99 91. 9 
De:in Law School 139,625 134 .854 
12-U00 89 .02 
9 __ 17 
Dean Nursing 104 ,729 109.946 
95.400 9 1.09 6 . 7 
De:in Ph:irm:icy 116 ,098 112.598 
84 ,800 73.04 r ' 1 
110 .064 111.065 98. 567 
89 5· . 5 
\-1ean Salary 
... 
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Appendix 2. Table 4. cone. 
Directors ArkS 12Peers l~'"\-1 %ArkS %Peers 
Dir Admissions 64,677 64,795 63.636 98.39 98 .21 
Dir Alumni Relations 63.476 63.953 66,825 [05.28 104.49 
Dir Budgeting 72.409 83.153 85,675 l 18.32 103 .03 
Dir Development . 75,056 69.421 84,999 113.25 122.44 
Dir Equal Oppor Empl 63,863 71,152 70.073 [09 .72 98.48 
Dir Facilities Planning 69.447 68.816 62,000 89.28 90.10 
Dir Financial Aid 60,937 62.791 61.241 100.50 97.53 
Dir Housing & Food 63,527 63,548 65,31 I [02.81 102 .77 
Dir Institut Research 65,854 72,442 Vacant 91 .72 83 .38 
Dir Internal Audit 59,060 62,154 57,235 96 .91 92.09 
Dir International Prog 58,525 60.273 57,800 98.76 95.90 
.. 
Dir Payroll 48,073 48,532 52,150 I 08 .48 107.45 
Dir Physical Plant 75,715 75,695 79,740 105.32 [05 .34 
Dir Police & Parking 61,362 59,892 Vacant 96 .61 98 .98 
Dir Public Admin 73,190 75,303 "82,711 113.01 
109.84 
Dir Public Affairs 67,738 64,886 "98,977 
146. [2 [52 .54 
Dir Purchasing 59,791 62,613 65,000 108.71 
103.81 
Dir Research Admin 69,742 64 .018 66,407 
95.22 103 .73 
Dir Student Health Ctr 84,142 88.771 89.414 
106.27 . [00.72 
Mean Salary 66 ,136 67.485 69.941 
105 .75 103 .64 
Other Adminstrators ArkS 12Peers l./Ni\'I 
%ArkS %Peers 
Asst to President 75,841 81.751 
70.276 92 .66 85 .96 
Registrar 62,963 63,770 
66.888 106 .23 104 .89 
University Counsel 88,619 99.653 
74.299 83.84 74.56 
Mean Salary 75,808 81.725 
70,488 92.98 86.25 
Notes: 
When a position is marked "Vacant," the previous year's salary has been used to compute the totals and 
percentages. 
• Additional annuity of 12 % of salary is not included. 
b Indicates position filled by a new person in the year l 994-95 
..... 
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Appendix 2, Table 5. 1995-96 Peer Comparison Salary Data 
In Six Sections by Administrative Category 
President ArkS l3Peers UNM %ArkS %Peers 
President 163,003 158,125 '175,000 107 .36 110.67 
Mean Salary 163 .003 158,125 175.000 107.36 110.67 
Provost/VPs ArkS 13Peers l,~~t %ArkS %Peers 
Provost/VP Acad Affairs 133,809 138,597 143,273 107 .07 103 .37 
VP Business & Finance 116,032 111.503 I 15,581 99.61 103.66 
VP Inst. Advancement 108.714 98.959 125.000 114.98 126 .31 
VP Research/Grad Dean 116,301 114.969 119. 167 102.46 103.65 
VP Student Affairs 103.599 106.185 Vacant 103 .67 101.14 
Mean Salary I 15.691 114,043 122,084 105.53 107 .05 
Assoc/ Asst Provost/VPs Arks 13Peers UNM %ArkS %Peers 
Assoc VP/Dir Comput Serv 101,754 97,489 99,671 97.95 
102 .24 
Assoc VP/Dir Gov Rel 84,015 76,126 81,567 97.09 
107 . 15 
· Assoc VP/Dean Stud Affairs 71,433 , 74,185 69,722 97.60 
93 .98 
Asst VP/U Controller 93,144 95,262 88,411 
94 .92 92 .81 
Mean Salary 87,586 85,766 84,843 
96.87 98 .92 
Deans ArkS 13Peers . UNM 
o/oArkS %Peers 
Dean Architecture 108,169 102,669 
100,180 92.61 9 .58 
) 
Dean Arts & Sciences l 15,591 111,839 
125,000 108.14 111.77 
Dean Bus/Management 127,762 135,790 
~, 12.200 87.82 82 .63 
Dean Continuing Ed 88,801 86,757 
~95,000 106.98 109. -o 
Dean Education 106,466 107,888 
96,227 90 .38 89 . 19 
Dean Engineering 131,743 136.205 
Vacant 98 .68 95 , ➔ 4 
Dean Fine Arts 100,807 100,924 
83,732 83.06 82.9 
Dean/Dir Libraries 94,697 100.097 
91.36 I 96.48 91.2 
Dean Law School 143.293 
139,325 129.272 90 .22 
9 __ 
Dean Nursing 109,571 
I 14.827 99.216 90 .55 
6.-W 
Dean Pharmacy 121.981 
124.629 88 .192 72.30 
.,0 - 6 
113.535 114.632 104.580 
92 . 11 91,_3 
Mean Salary 
Appendix 2. Table 5. cont. 
Directors ArkS 13Peers L'l'I "\-1 o/cArkS %Peers 
Dir Admissions 67.281 66.992 64.965 96.56 96.97 
Dir Alumni Relations 66,556 72.202 68.202 102.47 94.-46 
Dir Budgeting 71,997 76.628 87,335 121.30 113 .97 
Dir Development 76,059 79.349 86,650 113 .92 109.20 
Dir Equal Oppor Empt 66.306 66.596 71 ,499 107.83 107 .36 
Dir Facilities Planning 67,817 66,131 64,000 94 .37 96 .78 
Dir Financial Aid 63,662 64.321 56.375 88 .55 87 .65 
' 
Dir Housing & Food 65,913 70,094 66,665 101.14 95 .1 1 
Dir Institut Research 68,767 74.636 "75,000 109 .06 100.49 
Dir Internal Audit 60,930 61.335 58.469 95.96 95 .33 
Dir International Prag 50,472 59,516 59,042 116.98 99.20 
Dir Payroll 50,437 50,544 58.300 115 .59 115 .35 
Dir Physical Plant 77,521 76.631 83,740 108.02 109 .28 
Dir Police & Parking 63,797 63,247 Vacant 92.92 
93 .73 
Dir Public Admin 73,632 77,186 84.620 114'.92 
109 .63 
Dir Purchasing 61,223 61.460 71,350 
116 .54 116.09 
Dir Research Admin 73,989 65,650 69,778 
94 .31 106 .29 
Dir Student Health Ctr 87,568 86.762 91,130 
104.07 105 .03 
Mean Salary 67.440 68.849 70,911 
105 .15 102 .99 
Other Administrators ArkS l3Peers UNM 
%ArkS %Peers 
Asst to President 80.096 92,107 
71,705 89.52 77.85 
Registrar 65,227 65.239 
68.246 104.63 104.61 
University Counsel 91,335 102.455 
77.903 85.29 76.04 
Mean Salary 78.886 86.600 
72.618 92 .05 83 .85 
Notes: 
When a position is marked "Vacant," the previous year's salary has been used to compute the totals and 
percentages. 
a Additional annuity of 12 % of salary is not included. 
b Indicates position filled by a new person in the year l 995-96 
When a position is marked "Vacant," the previous year's salary has been used to compute the totals and 
percentages. 
The l 3 peer institutions which participated in the I 995-96 survey are the Universities of Arizona, Arkansas . 
' . 
2 0 
Colorado, Kansas, Kentucky, Missouri, Nebraska, Oklahoma, Oregon, South Carolina, Tennessee. Texas, 
and Utah. The other lhree peer institutions (Universities of Iowa, Virginia. and Washington) did not 
participate in the l 995-96 survey. 
f 
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PLANNING COUNCIL BUDGET SUBCOMMITTEE ISSUES 
• apportioning compensation increases among faculty, staff, and 
TA/GAs 
• faculty compensation issues (factoring in across-the-board 
increases? salary compaction? how much flexibility to allow 
colleges?) 
• defining across-the-board increases (fixed dollar amount? 
percentage?) 
• college compensation issues (taking into account different colleges, 
relation to market?) 
